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INTRODUCTION 
The Land Grant College Act o~ 1862 has long been 
regarded as a notable milestone in the history o~ American 
agricultural education. Most writers on the subject have 
stressed its social and educational contributions. The aim 
o~ . this dissertation is to show the development o~ the ~irst 
national agricultural college act as part of the great 
political and economic struggle of the time. 
CHAPTER I 
EARLY DEMANDS FOR AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 
Morison and Commager have referred to the Land Grant 
College Act of 1862 as "the most important piece of 
1 
agricultural legislation in American history". An Illinois 
scholar has said that 11 i t marks the beginning of one of the 
most comprehensive, far-reaching ••• schemes for the en-
do~ment of higher education ever adopted by any civilized 
2 
nation". Another writer has said that "next to the 
Ordinance of 1787, the Congressional grant of 1862 is the 
3 
most important educational enactment in America". Andrew 
D. White, for many years President of Cornell University 
and later Minister to Germany, apparently thought that Mr. 
Morrill had performed a miracle. Dr. White wrote 
It is ••• a service which deserves to be 
ranked ••• with those of Hamilton in advocating 
the Constitution, of Jefferson in acquiring 
Louisiana, and of Clay in giving us a truly 
American policy. 
Mr. Morrill's service in this respect is all 
the more noteworthy when we consider the time 
when it was rendered. It was the darkest period of 
the Civil War, and yet, full of confidence in the 
future of the Republic, and largely, indeed, to 
1 Samuel Eliot Morison and Henry Steele Commager, The 
Growth of the American Republic (N.Y., 1942), II,~310. 
2 Edmund J. James, "The origin of the Land Grant Act of 1862 11 
The University Studies, IV,V, Number 1 (Urbana, Illinois, 
1910), 13. 
3 Frank , Blackmar, "The History of Federal and State Aid 
to Higher Education", Bureau of Education Circular Number 1 
(Washington, 1890), 2 • 
better that future, he introduced and carried 
this great measure. Since the Romans quietly 
bought and sold the lands on which the Carth-
aginians were encamped in the neighborhood of 
the Eternal City, there has been no more noble 4 
exhibition of faith in the destiny of the republic. 
It would be easy to tell the story of the Morrill Act 
of 1862, if all one had to do were to portray the struggle, 
faith and ultimate victory of a great man. Unfortunately, 
for a writer of histoty, nothing is so simple as it appears 
on the surface. Probably, Mr. Morrill has been slighted by 
recent writers to the same degree that he was over-praised 
by those of an earlier generation. No doubt, he should be 
given credit for exactly what he did - namely create an 
impo rtant bill and guide it through Congress. 
Before one can show exactly what Mr. Morrill set out 
to do and why his work is important, it will be necessary to 
establish the foundation upon which such a tremendous 
accomplishment was to take place. The Land Grant College Act 
of 1862 has long been considered the triumph and culmination 
of a difficult struggle for agricultural education. It will 
be shown that local farm societies, an agricultural course 
at Columbia College, scientific demonstrations for rural 
populations, educational land grants, and public leaders 
pointed the way toward farm schools which might even have 
been crowned by a national university stressing agricultural 
4 New York Daily Tribune, Saturday, March 25, 1899. 
2 
sciences. But the aim of this chapter will be to show that 
th ere was a general public apathy for agric ultural education 
- nay, even toward all education; that successful efforts 
to get aid for agricultural schools were primarily politi-
cal and economic; and that even though some great leaders 
strove for agricultural education, most efforts failed 
because of general lack of interest in schools for farmers. 
Before the end of the eighteenth century, local socie 
ties f or the promotion of scientific agriculture had sprung 
5 
up everywhere in America. The Philad elphia Society for 
6 
Promoting Agriculture was founded in 1785. Eleven years 
later, this organization endeavored without success to have 
the Pennsylvania legislature incorporate "a State society 
for the pr omotion of agriculture, connecting with it the 
education of youth in that most important art, While they 
are acquiring other useful knowledge suitable for the 
agricultural citizens of the Stateu. This would be done by 
endowing professorships in "seminaries of learning, for 
the purpose of teaching chymical (sic), philosophical and 
7 
elementary parts of the theory of agriculture". The form-
ation of county societies was recommended; schoolmasters 
5 Whitney H. Shepardson, Ay;icultural Education in the 
United States (N.Y., 1929 , 18. 
6 Philadelphia Society for the Promotion of Agriculture. 
Memoirs (Philadelphia, 1811-1818), III, 17 ff. 
Ibid., IV, 22 ff. 
3 
were suggested as secretaries because they could supply the 
agricultural textbooks and because they could combine the 
teaching of agriculture with other subjects. As soon as 
funds became available, the state society should establish 
"pattern farms" in different localities where foreign and 
dom estic plants and seeds would be grown and, when found 
8 
useful, disseminated throughout the state. There is no evi-
dence that these plans were ever carried out. 
On August 24, 1785 the South Carolina Society for 
Promoting and Improving Agriculture and other Rural Con-
cerns was o rganized. Ten years later it was incorporated as 
the Agricultural Society of S outh Carolina. Among its early 
officers were a chief justice of the United States, a 
Senator, four Representatives, four Governors of South 
Carolina, and a signer of the Declaration of Independence. 
The society prospered and had many members throughout the 
State. Dr. John de Lee Howe of the Abbeville District will-
ed the b ulk of his property to the Society for an agricul-
tural school on his estate for poor boys and girls. The 
course of study was to be manual labor combined with instr-
9 
uction in science related to agriculture. These plans never 
8 Ibid., IV, 31 ff. 
9 c. !. Walker, History of the South Carolina Agricultural 
Society (Charleston, 1919), 76 ff. 
4 
matErialized. 
Agriculture was not only the interest of rural bene-
factors; it was also the concern of urban scholars. The 
original prospectus of King's College (afterwards Columbia 
University), issued on May 31, 1754, included "husbandry" 
among the subjects to be taught. Laws and orders adopted 
by the governors of the college on June 3, 1755, included 
10 
"agriculture" in the c ourse of study. When the New York 
Legislature on April 12, 17 92 granted fUnds to the trustees 
of Columbia College for additional professorships, one 
11 
for agriculture was established. To fill this position 
Samuel Latham Mitchell was appointed. Dr. Motchell was 
active in promoting the agricultural interests of New York 
12 
for many years. He contributed to the publications of the 
State Agricultural Society. He also delivered several 
add resses on agricultural subjects in different parts of the 
-state. As R presentative and Senator in Congress a little 
0 
later he had friends among leaders of agricultural aff airs 
13 
and he became a member of many agric ultural societies. 
His agrarian ideas were far ahead of their time. 
10 History of Columbia University, 1754-1904 (N.Y., 1904). 
76-81. 
11 Ulysses P. Hedrick, "History of Agriculture" (Alexander 
c. Flick, ed., History of the State of New York (N.Y., 1937), 
105. 
12 Appleton's Cyclopedia of American Biography (N.Y., 1888), 
IV, 348-349. 
13 Ibid., 348-349. (Dr. Mitchell was one of the founders of 
N.Y. Society for Promotion of Agriculture. Bio~. Direct. of 
Am • Gong., 177 4-1927 (Washington, 1928), 1:21-1322.) 
5 
The Massachusetts Society ~or Promoting Agriculture 
was organized in 1792. Beg inning with conditions o~ general 
apathy, o~ more or less prevalent distrust as to its inten-
tions, and o~ incredulity that anything so important could 
be gained ~or ~arming, by a planned cam paign o~ propaganda 
it ultimately created a ~eeling o~ co~idence as to the 
14 
future o~ agriculture. A spirit o~ inquiry was ~ostered. 
Thousands o~ pages o~ printed matter were distributed to 
supply the best i~ormation than available relating to 
agriculture. Essays were published. New Plants and breeds o~ 
animals were produced. New modes o~ ~arming were promoted. 
Science \~S enlisted to experiment ~or better methods. Cattle 
shows were given. Hence a radically di~ferent but most 
effective method of di~fusing agricultural knowledge was 
introduced into Massachusetts - the method of uobject teach-
ing". The immediate effects o~ these techniques can not be 
measured . 
The Society for Promoting Agriculture in the State of 
Connecticut was organized on August 12, 17 94, at Walling-
ford by tta number o~ citizens from different towns in the 
State". Its Constitution speci~ied that "the object of 
investigation for the society shall be agriculture, with 
such subjects of inquiry as may tend to explain its princi-
ples." Provision was made for reports from members on the 
14 Massachusetts Society for Promoting Agriculture. Centenn-
ial Year, 17 92-1892. (Salem, 1892), 19.~ f. 
6 
condition of agriculture in their localities. Experiments, 
discoveries, and publications were encouraged. A considerab-
le list of queries on a variety of agricultural subjects was 
compiled and disseminated. Brief reports of experiments and 
observations on a number of subjects were printed in the 
transactions. These Connecticut efforts on behalf of agri-
cultural science were not truly felt until a century later. 
Societies were of great significance but they alone 
could not gain the objective of scientific farming. Public 
lands must be set aside for schools. From the beginning until 
long after the Civil War the primary American occupation 
was farming. Much has been made of the demands of agricul-
turists for elementary schools via public land grants 
between 1607 and 1862." So strongly were the earliest immig-
rants influenced by the intellectual awakening that charact-
erized the first half of the seventeenth century that among 
their very earliest undertakings was the setting aside of 
15 
certain lands in the New World for the promotion of education." 
Apparently, the colonists had been deeply impressed by the 
publicly endowed schools of the Old World, and eagerly sought 
to use a "part of the abundant supply of free land for the 
16 
purpose". 
The school land policy of New England served as a 
15 Benjamin H. Hibbard, A History of the Public Land Policies 
(N.Y., 1924), 305. 
16 Ibid., 305. 
7 
"precedent for the early grants made by Congress in support 
17 
of education". It was the usual proceedure for towns to 
apply to the general courts for land grants for education. 
Later municipal and county organizations petitioned the 
states, and "they in turn the Federal Government for a 
18 
portion of the public d amain for simliar purposes". As 
early as 1635, the town of Dorchester, Massachusetts, by an 
act of the General Court, came into possession of Thomp-
son's Island in Boston Harbor for use in maintaining its 
19 
public schools. Boston, in 1641, set aside "Deare Island" 
for the maintenance of a "free schoole of the towne", the 
income to be derived from the property in the form of a 
20 
yearly rent. A year later, Dedham received a tract of land 
not less than forty nor more than sixty acres for educa-
21 
tion. In 1659 the General Court granted Dorchester 1,000 
22 
acres for educational promotion. 
The provincial government of New Netherlands in 1658 
appropriated fifty acres to one community for the maintenance 
23 
of a school. Maryland in 1723 required that there should be 
l1r Ibid., 306. 
18 Ibid., 306. 
19 Records of the Colony of Massachusetts Bay in New England, 
!, 134. 
20 Boston Town Records, 65. 
21 Dedham Town Records, III, 92 
2~ Records of the Colony of Massachusetts Bay in New England, 
IV, 397 • 
23 E. w. Clews, Educational Le~islation and Administration 
of the Colonial Governments, 2 6. 
8 
established in each county at least one boarding school, and 
one hundred acres of land should be donated for the welfare 
24 
of each. Virginia, more than one hundred years earlier, 
had established a precedent by becoming the first colony 
to appropriate lands for common schools. In 1621 she had 
25 
granted 1,000 acres for a free school. South Carolina in 
1719 likewise enjoyed a royal grant in support of a free 
26 
school. 
Land g rants were also fUndamental in the early develop-
ment of higher education before the organization of the 
27 
Republic. The first such provisions were made by the 
Virginia Company in 1618. In that year, King James instruct-
ed that company to reserve ten thousand acres in the terri-
tory of Henrico, Virginia, of which nine thousand acres 
were to be used to endow a university, and one thousand 
28 
acres for a college. In 1640, the Massachusetts colonial 
government granted 500 acres toward the maintenance of 
29 
Harvard. Later, William and Mary College received 20,000 
acres, Yale obtained 500 pounds sterling from the sale of 
24 Archives of Maryland, XXXIX, 740. 
25 Records of the Virginia Company, I, 550-559. 
26 Clews, op. cit., 465. 
21 Records of the Town of Cambrid~e, 1630-1703, P• 33: 
Colonial Records of Conn., V, 52 -529: Tow.n Papers of New 
Hampshire , XII, 159-361: Colonial Records of Georgia, XIX, 
Part II, 300: South Carolina Statutes at Lar~e, IV, 674-675. 
28 Records of the Virginia Company, !, 220-2 8. 
29 Records of the Colony of Massachusetts Bay, I, 228. 
9 
lands, Dartmouth was the recipient of 40, 960 acres, and 
30 
"Princeton received 2 acres for a campus". 
Despite all of these grants, there was little public 
31 
appreciation of the value of the land grants for education. 
In general the school lands were "poorly managed and frequ-
32 
ently squandered 11 • 11 The undue haste in selling these lands 
far below their market value further attests to the fact 
that the general public was little concerned with land grants 
33 
for education11 • These grants were made primarily 11 to assist 
34 
the early settlers in the new territories and states". There 
was no well-defined policy or purpose involved in these 
early grants. 
The political necessity of binding the 
back-country to the East ••• and the liquidation 
of the national debt by the sale of western lands 
were the prime motives that led to the enactment 
of ••• early ordinances. The land grants for 
e ducation were incidental, in so far as Congress 
was concerned, and were incorporated into these 
laws to aid in the sale of western lands. 35 
There was no d emand during the eighteenth century for 
36 
free public schools supported by public taxation. The 
abundance of land and the scarcity of other means of support 
37 
account for the early New England land grants for education. 
30 Hibbard, op. cit., 308-309. 
31 Howard Cromwell Taylor, The Educational Si~ificance of 
the Early Federal Land Ordinances (N.Y., 1922 , 123. 
32 Ibid., 123. 
33 Ibid., 123. 
34 Ibid., 123. 
35 !bid., 122-123. 
36 !bid., 119. 
37 !bid. , 33 • 
10 
Public schools grew very slowly at first for the following 
reasons: (1.) The physical hardships of the frontier made 
earning a living a dominating problem; (2.) There was a 
great scarcity of money; (3.) Scattered populations made 
school attendance small and irregular; (4.) Lack of social 
38 
unity everywhere. And yet "all of the difficulties and 
hindrances th at held b ack the early development of schbols 
under the policy of land grants for education may be ••• 
condensed into one fUndamental obstacle, namely; a lack 
39 
of solidly united public sentiment in favor of schools. 
In 1783 the so-called Army Plan for the Ohio Territory 
contained a provision for the support of public schools by 
land grants. "It placed the control of educational land 
grants in th e hands of the states that were to be formed 
40 
in the new area." Active nation-wode encouragement of 
education began in 1785, when, following the Congressional 
land Survey, the sixteenth lot in every township was res-
41 
erved f or the maintenance of public schools. This beginn-
ing of national grants for education was "a New England idea 
and it was written into the ordinance as a concession to the 
42 
New Englanders". At the time the educational provision of 
38 Ibid., 119. 
39 !bid., 71. 
40 !bia., 116. 
41 Journals of the Am erioan Congress, IV, 520-522. 
42 Taylor, op. cit., 115. 
the ordinance of 1785. 
was looked upon as of minor importance. Its value 
was thought to lie in the fact that it would attract 
settlers into the new country and promote land sales 
rather than in the fact that it was a beginning 
of a f ar-reaching national policy for the encour-
agement of public education by land grants. 43 
Education was an even more negligible factor in the 
Ordinance of 1787. "There is no special credit due to those 
responsib le for the passage of this ordinance because its 
provision f or the encouragement of schools was later used 
44 
effectively as an argument for land grants for education." 
Members of Congress generally looked upon this ordinance as 
a means to fUr ther the sales of western lands. The provision 
concerning education was c onsidered a special inducement for 
that purpose. The true significance of the educational 
"provision as the foundation of a national policy was not 
perceived by anyone concerned with its enactment or by the 
45 
gen eral public "at the time". 
While the ordinance of July 13, 1787 ,co~only called 
The Ordinance of 1787, made no definite provision for land 
grants for education, the ordinance for the sale of lands 
enacted ten days later (July 23, 1787), definitely granted 
every Section Sixteen for the support of public schools 
in each township and also reserved two complete townships 
for the support of a university in the center of the first 
43 Ibid., 115-121. 
44 Ibid., 118. 
45 Ibid., 118. 
46 
million and a half acres purchased by the Ohio Company. The 
large grants for universities which resulted from the 
provision were of especial importance because they were the 
first donations to higher education made by the national 
government. The institutions founded by these grants were 
47 
the first of American state universities. And yet those 
pioneer universities barely held their own during the first 
hundred years of their existence. 
The belief that agricul~tral education should be the 
duty of the national government was expressed by leaders 
as early as the Constitutional Convention of 1787. There, 
Charles Pinckney introd uced a plan for a federal union inclu-
ding a clause authorizing Congress "to establish and 
provide for a national university at the Seat of the 
48 
Government of the United States". In the discussion of 
the Virginia Plan of Federal Union Kames Madison also 
recommended that Congress be given authority to establish a 
49 
federal university. In 17 88, detailed plans for a national 
university were published by Dr. Benjamin Rush of Phila-
delphia. Among the subjects of instruction in all of these 
proposals were to be "agriculture in all the numerous and 
46 Ibid., 118. 
47 !bid., 119. 
48 Max Farrand, ed., The Records of the Federal Convention 
of 1787 (New Haven), 1923, III, 598. 
49 !bid ., II, 325, 616. 
extensive branches", and "those parts of natural philosophy 
50 
and chemistry which admit of an application to agriculture". 
Among the concessions which Congress made to John Cleve 
Symmes, the founder of Cincinnati, was the g rant of one 
complete township as a definite gift for the support of 
higher education. 
It is hereby declared that one complete township ••• 
to be located with the approbation of the governor ••• 
of the territory ••• within the term of five years ••• 
in the center of the tract ••• is granted ••• for the 
sole ••• purpose ••• establishing therein an academy 
and other public schools ••• and endowing ••• the 
same ••• for no other ••• purpose whatever. 51 
George Washington's experiences as a farmer convinced 
him of the value of agriculture in the prosperity of the 
country. He was a member of the Philadelphia Society for 
Promoting Agriculture. In his second annual message to 
Congress, he proposed for consideration "the expediency 
of establishing a national university". For, as he said, 
"it will not be doubted that, with reference either to 
individual or national welfare, agriculture is of primary 
importance. In proportion as nations advance ••• this truth 
becomes more apparent and renders the cultivation of the 
soil more and more an object of public worth. Institutions 
for promoting it grow up supported by the public purse, and 
50 Earle D. Ross, Democracy's College, The Land-Grant 
Movement In The Formative Stafe (Ames, Iowa, 1942), 7. 51 American State Papers. Pub ic Lands, I, 67. 
52 
to wh at object can it be dedicated with greater propriety? 11 
In his annual message in 17! 96 President Washington gave 
several suggestions toward the promotion of agriculture. A 
com mittee reporting on these suggestions in the following 
year recommended that the best way to promote agriculture 
was to d iffuse information and arouse a spirit of inquiry 
l~ich might be facilitated through the organization of a 
national society for the encouragement of agricultural 
improvements. Such a society might elect a number of its 
53 
members to serve as a national Board of Agriculture. A 
Congressional Committee headed by James Madison reported 
54 
favorably on the idea, but no action was ever taken. 
Thus between 1607 and 1800 the American Government fail-
ed to meet the demands for agricultural education simply bec-
ause those demands had not been emphatic enough. Even though 
there were many local agricultural societies, a course in 
agriculture at Columbia (which course incidentally died out 
within a quarter of a century}, scientific farm demonstrations, 
public lands allegedly for education and actually for other 
purposes, and some public leaders vitally interested in 
agricultural education who even contemplated a national 
52 J. D. Richardson, A ComBilation of the Messages and Papers 
of the Presidents, 1789-19 8 (N.Y., 1909), I. 
53 I. L. Kandel, "Federal Aid For Vocational Education", The 
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 
Bulletin #10 (N.Y., 1917}, 73-74• 
54 Annals of Congress, 4 Cong., 2 Sess., 1695-1711. 
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university, yet general apathy towards all kinds of public 
education plus overwhelming economic and political interests 
tend ing in other directions account for the failure to 
promote agricultural education before the dawn of the 
nineteenth century. 
16 
CHAPTER II 
THE EARLY NINETEENTH CENTURY AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 
MOVEMENT 
Immediately after 1800, there was almost universal 
agreement in the United States that agriculture was on the 
decline. The land af forded "little pleasure or profit and 
1 
appeared to promise even less". Henry Adams has described 
the general situation as follows: 
The plow was rude and clumsy; the sickle 
as old as Tubal Cain, and even the cradle not 
in general use; the flail was unchanged since 
the Aryan exodus; in Virginia, grain was still 
commonly trodden out by horses. Enterprising 
gentlemen-farmers introduced threshing machines 
and invented scienti~ic plows; but these were 
novelties. Stock was as a rule not only unimproved 
but ill-cared for. The swine ran loose; the cattle 
were left to feed on what pasture they could find, 
and even in New England were not housed until the 
severest frosts, on the excuse that exposure 
hardened them. Except among the best ~armers, 
drainage, manures, and rotation o~ crops were 
uncommon. The ordinary cultivator planted his corn 
as his father had planted his, sowing as much 
rye to th e acre, using the same number of exen 
to plow, and getting in his crops on the same day. 
He was even known to remove his barn on account 
of the manure accumulated around it, although the 
New England soil was never so rich as to warrant 
neglect to enrich it. 2 
The early years of the nineteenth century witnessed 
some amazing facts. Nearly one third of the people born in 
17 
Virginia and Maryland were living in other states and the 
increase in white population in the Carolinas was barely 
negligible. Mount Vernon, which George Washington had 
developed with skill and affection, stood "a perfect ruin". 
Monticello, the result of Jefferson's vast knowledge and 
experience, had failed to keep its master from economic 
distress. Travellers portrayed the historic area of Virginia 
as a 11 scene of d esolation that baffles desc r iption". From 
that region of 11 dreary and uncultivated wastes", "lean and 
hungry stock", "houses falling to decayn, and fences wind-
shaken and d ilapidated, farmers were moving away as rapidly 
3 
as possible. An agricultural convention meeting in Richmond 
informed the legislature of Virginia that "extensive neigh-
borhoods, once ••• tender spots" were threatened with "almost 
4 
entire depopulation". 
To remedy this situation and to facilitate genuinely 
scientific agriculture in the United States, several reform-
ers submitted plans for farm schools. Among these men of 
vision was Solon Robinson, who wrote in the Albany Cultivator 
We should have ••• in every county and 
principal town in the United States a well 
founded agricultural school, in which young 
men and girls can acquire such an education 
as will be USEFUL. Not a piano, French, Spanish 
3 American Farmer, I, 999, 330: Farmer's Register, I, 552; 
!!!, 619-626. 
4 Craven, op. cit., 41. 
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or flower daub education, but one that will 
m ake the men of scientific farmers and 
mechanics, and intelligent public officers ••• 
and the women fit to become the honored ••• 
wives of such citizens - who will never be 
ashamed to tell their daughters that they 
obtained th e education that has since been 
able to render them ornaments to society, in 
a manual labor school, where, by their daily toil, 
they earned their daily requirements. 5 
Despite these appeals for improvement, the agricultural 
education mov ement progressed very slowly during the first 
6 
half of the nineteenth century. The only educational feature 
which became popular was the "Cattle Show", promoted originally 
7 
by Elkanah Watson of Massachusetts. He saw the failure of 
the older societies in their attempts to educate the farmer 
by their publications. With a keen insight into human nature 
he determined to appro ach the farmer through his heart 
rather than his head. If he could once arouse "a spirit of 
competition and personal ambition, than the way might be 
8 
prepared for books and science as auxiliaries". Dlring 
the winter of 1810-1811, the Berkshire Agricultural Society 
was founded under his leadership. It will always be remem-
bered as the first permament agn icultural fair association 
in America. On September 24, 1811, Mr. Watson sponsored an 
5 Albany Cultivator, V (September, 1838), 124. 
6 A. C. TrUe, A History of Agricultural Education in the 
United States, 1785-1925 (Washington, 1929), 8-11. 
7 TrUe, op. cit., 12. 
8 Percy Wells Bidwell and John I. Falconer, History of 
Agriculture in the Northern United States, 1626-1860 
(WashJ.ngton, 1925), !, 18'{. 
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elaborate cattle show in western Massachusetts. Between 
three and four thousand people were in attendance. Soon 
afterwards, it occurred to Mr. ~atson that women ought to 
have a profess ional interest in agriculture. He therefore 
arranged for a special exhibit of their handiwork to be 
9 
held on January 12, 1813. 
Elkanah Watson moved to Albany in 1816. He immediately 
promoted cattle shows in Oswego and Jefferson Counties in 
New York State. These exhibitions aroused so much public 
interest that Governor Clinton recommended the establishment 
of a State Board of Agriculture t o promote the organization 
of county agricultural societies. An act for this purpose 
10 
was passed in 1819 by the New York State Legislature. 
Unfortunately, New York State was not empowered to assist 
farmers to any great degree. 
Meanwhile, in Washington, D.C., during the year 1806, 
Joel Barlow drew up a prospectus for a national university. 
Its off icers were to 11 establish a central university. Its 
position to be at or near the seat of the government, and 
such other ••• schools ••• as the funds ••• will enable 
the 
l856)' 
20 
11 
them to do •••• 11 No rudiment of knowledge v~s to be beneath 
its attention, and it was to be the repository of the results 
of scientific research. Experiments in husbandry were to be 
featured. Special types of gardens were planned. Barlow's 
pamphlet attracted so much attention that he draf ted a bill 
to have hi s school incorporated; but the measure was 
eventually buried by the congressional committee to which it 
12 
was referred. 
Nonetheless, interest in agricultural education 
continued in the District of Columbia . In 1809, the 
Columbian Agricultural Society was founded . Eight years 
later, another organization of a similar nature came into 
existence in the city of ~ashingt on. It ~~s called the 
Columbian Institute for the Promotion of Arts and Sciences. 
Among its features were the collection, cultivation, and 
distribution of plants and promotion of writings on 
13 
agricultural subjects. 
In Virginia, Thomas Jefferson seriously strove for 
scientific farming. In a letter to George Washington on 
February 23, 1795, Jefferson urged a professorship of 
agriculture in a national university. He suggested that the 
great English agriculturist, Arthur Young, might come to the 
11 Joel Barlow, Prospectus of a National Institution • • •• 
in u. s. Department of AgricUltUre Miscellaneous PUblications 
Number 36 page 22: also in the National Intelligencer, 
August 1, 1806 and November 24, 1806 . 
12 True, o~. cit., 22. 
13 Unitedtates National Museum Bulletin # 101, 7 ff . 
14 
United States for that purpose. On November 14, 1803, 
Jefferson wrote to David Williams that agricultural educa-
tion might check the drift to the city. By establishing a 
professorship of agriculture in every college or university, 
he thought that the government might homor farming as a true 
15 
science. In his sixth annual message to Congress on Decem-
ber 2, 1806, President Jefferson mentioned grants of land 
as an easy way by which Congress could endow a national 
16 
university . Eleven years later, he and his firiends founded 
th e Albermarle Agricultural Society, of which James Madison 
was president from 1807 to 1824. The society prospered, pub-
lished many theses in the Richmond Enquirer, conducted 
exhibitions, promoted the University of Virginia, and tried 
17 
to set up a professorship of agriculture in that institution. 
Agricultural journalism rose contemporaneously with 
fairs and the more formal projects for rural enlightenment. 
Its real beginning dates from 1819, when John s. Skinner 
founded th e American Farmer at Baltimore. This weekly paper 
enjoyed continuous publication for many years and served as 
a model for rural journals everywhere. Of these periodicals, 
14 Jefferson's Works, Library Edition, XIX, 108. 
15 Jefferson's Works, Randolph Edition, IV, 9-10 . 
16 Richardson's Messages, op. cit., I, 409-410. 
17 R. H. True, "Minute Book of t he Albermarle (Virginia) 
Agricultural Society", Agricultural History Society Papers 
(Washington, 1921), 261-349: also in Annual Report of the 
American Historical Association, 1918, p. 811 ft. 
22 
perhaps the best in the East was The Cultivator (1834-1853), 
founded at Albany by Jesse Buel. In the West the greatest 
farm journal was The Prairie Farmer, founded in 1840. These 
papers publicized agricultural education and demanded better 
18 
schools and more research. 
Research could not be promoted without the inspiration 
of great personalities. Fortunately, in 1846 a great scient-
19 
ist came to the United States in the person of Louis Agassiz. 
He had come to deliver a course of popular lectures at the 
20 
Lowell Institute in Boston. His arrival led to the establish-
21 
ment of th e Lawrence Scientific School at Harvard University. 
Agassiz travelled, lectured, and wrote extensively. His text-
books on physiology and natural history 11 gave a great impetous 
to the movement for incorporating science more broadly into 
22 
the curricula of colleg es and secondary schools". For 
several years, Agassiz was a member of the Massachusetts State 
Board of Education. He later played a great part in the 
higher phases of agricultural education through his associa-
tion with the founding of wh at is now Massachusetts Univer-
18 A. c. True, op. cit., 28. (Buel is properly considered by 
Bidwell and Falconer to typify the movement for agric ultural 
improvement in the East from 1820 to 1840.) 
19 Ibid., 34• 
20 Ibid., 34 • 
21 !bid., 34· 
22 !bid., 34· 
23 
sity. 
American farms during the early part of the nineteen-
th century were crude, and attempts to remedy the situation 
were often futile. Practical men like Elkanah Watson, dreamers 
like Joel Barlow, statesmen like Thomas Jefferson, publicists 
like Jesse Buel, and real scientists like Louis Agassiz were 
far ahead of their times. America would not recognize their 
contributions to agriculture until the twentieth century. 
24 
CHAPTER III 
INDIVIDUAL EFFORTS TO ESTABLISH AMERICAN AGRICULTURAL 
SCHOOLS PRIOR TO 1850 
Until the middle of the nineteenth century, efforts to 
establish colleges for scientific education were in the main 
privately sponsored. A few small agricultural schools existed 
through the support of private donations. The institution at 
Whitesboro, N.Y., is a good example of such a school. The 
students worked three hours a day at farming and manual 
trades, and the remainder of the day was given over to 
1 
liberal arts. The school only endured from 1827 to 1834· 
Contemporaneous with the itesboro School was the 
Agricultural Seminary at Derby, Connecticut, founded on his 
2 
ow.n farm by Josiah Holbrook of Lyceum fame. Students were 
trained in the analysis of soils and in the application of 
mechanics to agriculture. Eight hours a day were devoted to 
school programs, and two more hours were required in garden 
3 
or field. One of the primary purposes of the school was to 
qualify teachers of agriculture. The most up-to-date 
4 
methods were advertised. Despite every encouragement the 
1 A. C. True, o~. cit., 35· 
2 L.H. Bailey,yclopedia of American Agriculture (N.Y., 
1909), IV, 32 ff. 
3 A. C. True, op. cit ., 37. 
4 Ibid., 37• 
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school was able to continue only about a year. 
Another school with aims similar to those at Whitesboro 
and Derby was that founded at West Cornwall, Connecticut, by 
s. w. and T.S. Gold. It was called the Cream Hill Agricul-
5 
tural School. The plan of this institution was to receive a 
select and limited number of pupils, under the guidance of 
well-qualified teachers, to be fitted for "any of the useful 
6 
pursuits of life". Horticulture, tillage, stock-raising, 
chemical analysis of soils, gardening, botany, and miner-
7 
ology were the subjects taught. After his graduation from 
Yale in 1838, Theodore Sedgwick Gold assisted his father 
at the Cream Hill Agricultural School. Besides his work at 
West Cornwall, Mr. T.S. Gold was for many years very influ-
8 
ential in agricultural affairs of the State of Connecticut. 
He was active in founding the Connecticut Board of Agricul-
ture. For thirty-four years he was its secretary. In 1881 
he played an active part in the creation of the agricultural 
9 
school at Storrs, which is now the University of Connecticut. 
Combining farming curricula and military training with liber-
al arts, the Cream Hill Agricultur al School was in existence 
10 
for a quarter of a century. 
5 E. H. Jenkins, "Cream Hi 11 Agricultural School, West 
Cornwall, Connecticut" in A Histor y of Conn. Agriculture 
(Hartford, 1927), 361-364. 
6 "T. s. Gold, In .Memorium" in Conn. Bd. of Agri. Annual 
Re~ort for 1905, 281-282. 
7 • H. Jerikins, op. cit., 38. 
8 A. c. True, op. cit., 38. 
9 Ibid., 39. 
10 Ross, Democracy's College, op. cit., 20. 
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The ~irst exclusively agric ultural school in the United 
11 
States was the Gardiner Lyceum in Maine. The ~ounder was 
12 
Robert Hallowell Gardiner. "Though not himsel~ a practical 
~armer, he took a deep interest in ~ostering agriculture, 
promoting agricultural studies, and seeking to make the ~arm 
which he reserved for his home a model, by introducing super-
ior b reeds o~ animals, improved m achinery and valuable ~ruits 
13 
and grains." Under his leadership the school was organized. 
Mr. Gardiner's petition of school incorpor ation stated that 
"a d onation o~ land has been offered of land lying on the 
Kennebec River, in the town of Gardiner, estimated at 
$4000, ~or the purpose of estab lishing in said town a school 
for teaching mathematics, mechanics, navigation, and those 
br anches of natural philosophy and chemistry which are cal-
14 
culated to make scientific ~armers and skillfull mechanics." 
The Board of Visitors consisted of the Governor of Maine, the 
President of the State Senate, the Speaker o~ the House of 
Representatives, the Presidents of Bowdoin and Watreville, 
(Colby) Colleges, and nine o ther men from various sections o~ 
15 
the State. The Gardiner Lyceum opened its doors to the public 
16 
on January 1, 1823. The State Legislature assisted the school 
11 Ibid., 12, 36, 75. 
12 L. H. Bailey, op. cit., 
13 A. C. True, op. ci Lt., 
14 Ibid., 36. 
15 !bid., 36. 
16 Ibid ., 36. 
IV, 32 ff. 
35-36. 
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f'rom the beginning. The purposes of the school were 11 to give 
the future agriculturist the knowledge of those principles 
of sc ience upon which his future success depends, and to let 
him see them reduced to practice; and to furnish a beneficial 
employment as recreation and to tr y a series of agricultural 
17 
experiments adapted to the soil of Maine . 11 The school began 
with twenty students. In 1824 it had fifty three and in 
1825 there were 120, but in 1826 the number f ell to fifty-
five. It ~as forced to close its doors in 1832. The significance 
of the Gardiner Lyceum lies in the fact that during 
its mere ten years of existence it gave valuable instruction 
in farm science to several future leaders in agricultural 
18 
education. 
In these manual labor schools, great effort was made 
19 
toward combining scientific instruc tion wit h farm practice. 
Public attention was more and more directed toward efforts 
to establish real agric ultural and mechanical colleges. 
By far the most notable venture toward this end was the 
founding of Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute at Troy, New 
20 
York, in 1824. The school was founded by Stephen Van 
Rensellaer (1764-1839) who had become by inheritance the 
patroon of a district originally twenty four by forty eight 
17 !bid., 36. 
18 Ross, Democracy's College, op. cit., 12, 36, 75. 
19 Theodore D. Weld, First Aririual Report of the Society for 
Promoting Manual Labor in Literary Iristitutions. (N.Y.,l833), 
72 ft. 
20 Ross, Democracy's College, op. cit., 12. 
28 
miles in extent, comprising what are now Albany, Co lumbia, 
and Rensselaer counties. This great tract, as developed 
to the tim e of his death in 1839, contained over 3,000 farms, 
21 
Which were leased on moderate terms. Van Rensselaer was 
greatly interested in the improvement of agriculture, and he 
became a leading member of the New York State Society for the 
22 
Promotion of Useful Arts. In 1820, he \~S President of the 
newly created State Board of Ed ucation. His Harvard College 
background and his natural interest in education helped to 
make him a Regent of the University of the State of New York 
and its Chancellor in 1935· He was also active in politics, 
being a member of both houses of the State Legislature, and 
Lieutenant Gov ernor for six years; also a m ember of Cong-
ress for several years, where he served as Chairman of the 
23 
Committee on Agriculture. 
In 1824, Van Renselaer founded the school which bears 
his name for the purpose of instructing youth "in the appli-
cation of science to the common purposes of life". While 
embracing agriculture in its original plans, the school grew 
25 
gradually away from that f' ield into that of engineering. 
21 P. c. Ricketts, History of Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, 
1824-1934 (N.Y., 1934), 82 f'f. 
22 R. P. Baker, C~ter in American Education, Rensselaer 
Polytechnic Institu e, 1824-1924 (N.Y., 1925), 66 ff. 
23 A. C. True, op. cit., 39-40. 
24 Ibid., 40. 
25 Ibid., 41-43· 
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Bef ore it gave up the teaching of agriculture, however, it 
was recognized as being the first organized school of 
26 
agriculture on a college level in the United States . 
uAlthough the life of Rensselaer as an agricultural c ollege 
was thus of short duration, it made possible the work of men 
like Ebenezer Emmons ( 1 26), who established in New York the 
first department of agriculture; Asa Firch, Jr. ( 1 27), 1the 
father of economic entomology' and the first official 
entomologist in the United States; James Hall( 1 32) who 
helped to pave the way for the Iowa State Agric ultural 
College; Ezra Slocum Carr ( 1 38), the first professor of 
chemistry as applied to agriculture in the Universities 
of Wisconsin and California; and George Hamill Cook( 1 39), 
director of one of the earliest experiment stations. Even 
to agricultural education , therefore, the Institute made 
27 
no slight contribution.~' And yet, agriculture which stood 
first on the vocational curriculum in 1825 stood last in 
28 
1847 and, a little later, disappeared altogether. 
Another college to encourage agriculture during the 
second decade of the nineteenth century was Trinity Colle-
ge at Hartford, Oonnecti cut. Its first catalogue, issued 
26 Baker, ot. cit., 17-18. 
27 Ibid., 9. 
28 A. C. True, op. cit., 43 · 
30 
in 1824, announced that "An agricultural establishment 
will be connected with this instituion, and the students 
will have an opportunity of becoming acquainted with this 
primary art of living, by the courses of lectures, illus-
trated by the practical operation of farming and garden-
ing. Military exercises will also be embraced in this sys-
tem as a healtb1Ul occupation for some of the hours usually 
29 
devoted to recreation." There is no evidence of any great 
interest in any of these proposals. On the contrary, agri-
culture was dropped from the c urric ulum a£ter a short inter-
val. 
At Roxbury, Massac husetts, Benjamin Bussey died in 1835 
and in his will he bequeathed $150,000 and his two hundred 
acre farm to Harvard Co llege £or "a course o:f instruction 
in practical agriculture, in useful and ornamental gardening 
in b ' otany, and in sue h other brancjes of science as may be 
tried to promote a knowledge of practical ag riculture and 
the various subservient arts thereto." Because of several mis-
fortunes, the estate was not available until 1870 and then 
the Bussey Fund became a research foundation featuring the 
30 
practically unheard of science of agricultural chemistry. 
29 A. C. True, op. cit., 43· 
30 F. H. Fowler, "Ear ly Agricultural Educ ation in Massa 
-chusetts", Massachusetts State Board of Agriculture Annual 
Report Number 54 for the Year 1906 (Boston, 1907), 331-392. 
31 
Near Cincinnati, Ohio, in 1846, Freeman Grant Cary 
31 
founded a sch ool known as The Farmer's College. Though a 
farm and a small endowment for a chair of practical agricul-
ture was secured, cond itions were inadequate to make it a tr-
ue farmers' college except in name. Ten years after its 
founding it had to close its doors forever. This Cary School 
at College Hill in Ohio remained a center of agitation rather 
trr an of demonstration d uring it s entire existence. Freeman 
Cary's ardent appeals for industrial education appear to be 
more in line with promoting his journal, the Cincinnatus, 
32 
than for the purpose of scientific education. 
Almost every conceivable method of promoting agricul-
tural education was encouraged by early nineteenth century 
farm periodicals. James Peddler, ed itor o f the Farmers' 
Cabinet, was connected with the Eden-Hill Farm Institute, 
33 
started in 1843, near Philadelphia. Daniel Lee, editor of 
the New Genesee Farmer, helped to found, and taught in, an 
34 
agricultural school at ~eatland, New York. Tolbert Fanning, 
editor of the Agriculturist, opened an agricultural school 
in Tennessee. This school emphasized manual training as 
well as farming. After a radical change in curriculum it later 
31 Ross, Democracy's Colle~e, op. cit., 27. 
32 Morrill Papers Lettersrom Cary to Morrill, 1858-1862. 
33 Albert Lowther Demaree, The American Agricultural Press, 
1819-1860 (N.Y., 1941), 51. 
34 Ibid., 52. 
32 
35 
became Franklin College. James Mapes, editor of the 
Working Farmer , established the Mapes School near Nevrerk, 
36 
New Jersey. Along with his activities as journalist, state 
"agriculturist" and consultant, Mr. Mapes also gathered a 
small group of research students at his experimental farm 
37 
to encourage scientific agr iculture. Despite varied and 
sincere efforts toward genuine agricultural science, all of 
these projects endured only for a short while. 
An outstanding advocate of agricultural education dur-
ing the first half of the nineteenth century was Jesse 
Buel, who emphasized in the New York Assembly, proclaimed 
from the public platform , and stressed in newspaper arti-
38 
cles the need for professional schools of agriculture. 
When he became editor of the Cultivator, he made that 
journal the medium of propaganda for his ideas on the 
subject. His articles were widely copied by other period-
icles of the day. At the request of the Massachusetts Board 
of Education, Buel wrote a textbook on agriculture c alled 
39 
The Farmers' Companion Which was widely circulated. This 
volume, designed from English sources and extracts from the 
files of t he Cultivator, went through at least eleven edit-
40 
ions. 
35 Ibid., 52. (Frarurlin College closed its doors soon after 
the Civil War. ) 
36 New Jersey Farmers' Cabinet, VII (August 15, 1842), 25. 
37 Ross, Democracy's College, op. cit., 20. 
38 National Cyclopedia of American Biography (N.Y., 1909), XI, 
425-426. 
39 H. J. Carman, ed., Jesse Buel: Reformer 
40 Ibid., 92-102. 
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Despite long-continued agitation, individual efforts to 
establish ~arm schools or collegiate departments of agri-
culture before 1850 failed in every instance. The n ext log-
ical step was for leaders to turn to Congress for public 
lands for education. MeanWhile , the public lands were 
primarily tied in with such political questions as the 
41 
tari~ f and internal improvements. When in 1829 Representa-
tive Jonathan Hunt of Virginia proposed to distribute the 
annual proceeds from the public land sales for education 
and internal improvements, an Alabama Representative d ecl-
ared the bill "will serve as a pretext ~or keeping up the 
high rates o~ duties and for continuing the exactions of the 
42 
Southn. Most southern leaders believed that it was the pol-
icy of the Whigs to empty the treasury of any existing 
surplus in order to perpetuate the national debt amd the 
tariff. Conditions were similar in 1832 When Henry Clay 
proposed a division of the pr oceeds of the sales of the 
public lands "for th e purpose of education, internal improv-
43 
ments ••• or the reduction of any state debt". His 
opponents also charged him with the intention of d isposing 
of the surplus by distributing the land revenues in order that 
the duties on imports might be kept up. 
41 
of 
42 
43 
R. G. Wellington, The Political and Sectional Influence 
the Public Lands (~B~o~s~t~o~n~,--rng~Ir4rr)-,~g~.----------~~~~~ 
Kandel, op. cit., 86. 
Ibid., So. 
34 
In 1838 James Smithson's bequest was paid to the United 
States Government for the purpose of increasing and diffus-
ing knowledge. It comprised more than half a million doll-
ars and it was to beco me the fir st American foundation for 
scientific research. Calhoun and other strict construction-
ists opposed acceptance of the gift, but largely owing to 
the efforts of John Quincey Adams, it was received and 
wisely invested. Congress expected the new institution to 
comprise a library, an art museum, and a collection of scien-
tific curioEities that would amuse the Senators and 
Representatives; but owing to the foresight of Joseph 
Henry, its original curator, the Smithsonian became an 
indispensable agency for the wide dmstribution of scienti-
44 
fie knowledge on original ,research • 
MeanWhile, friends of agric ultural improvement were 
petitioning Congress h oth for public lands and for Smith-
45 
son funds to establish farm schools. In 1838, there 
was presented to Congress a memorial of Charles L. Fleisch-
46 
man on the subject of improving of agricultural schools. 
44 Morison and Commager, o¥. cit., I, 519. 
45 Albany Cultivator (Oc ober, 1838), v, 141-142. 
46 Kandel, op. cit., 74-75. (This pioneer yeast manufact-
ur er has a special place in every nineteenth centur y Amer-
ican agricultural development. B om in Hungary of Jewish 
stock he later migrated t o the United States where he 
became a di stiller in New York and Cincinnati. After the 
Civil War he patented a plow and a cotton gin. In 1870, he 
began to manufacture yeast, according to the hungarian meth-
od. Widely advertised at the Philadelphia Exposition, it 
became famous.- Diet. of Am. Biog., VI, 458-459. 
35 
Fleishchman's petition re~erred to the several futile attem-
pts which had been made in America to improve agriculture 
through the organization o~ ~arm societies, publication of 
experiments and awards o~ prizes. He saw only one solution 
to the pr oblem o~ unscienti~ ic ~arm~ and that was through 
the setting up o~ practical schools o~ agricultural exper-
imentation. Fleishchman's memorial was ordered printed in 
January, 1639, and reprinted in March, 1840. In a second 
petition, he advocated the application o~ the Smithsonian 
bequest ~or agricultural schools and the erection o~ 
agricultural institutions t o be the "nurseries o~ scienti-
47 
:fie agriculturists 11 • 
Likewise at Norwich in Vermont Captain Alden Par tridge 
48 
held similar ideas. Partridge had had a long and notable 
career in the :field of practical education. Among his accom-
plishments were his superintendency o~ the United States 
Military Academy at West Point, his surveying o~ t h e north-
eastern boundary o~ the United States under the Treaty o~ 
Ghent, and hi s assistance in the ~ounding o~ the new engin-
49 
eering and military school in the Green Mountain State. He 
is interesting to the student o~ agricultural education 
mainly because o~ his views which he held regarding the 
47 H. R. Doc. No. 334· 26 Cong., 2 Sess. 
48 W. A. Ellis, comp., Norwich University, 1819-1911: her 
Histor~, her Graduates, her Roll of Honor (Montpelier, 
Vermon , 1911). 
49 Paul Monroe, "Norwich University", Cyclopedia o~ Educa-
tion (N.Y., 1913), IV, 504. 
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science of farming. In 1841, Captain Partridge sent these 
ideas to the House of Representatives in the form of a 
50 
memorial to Congress. 
As read in the Lower Chamber of Congress on January 21, 
1841, the Partrid ge Memorial said 
Your memorialist ••• would establish a 
national system of education in the United 
States •••• Let Congress pass a general law 
appropriating $40,000,000 to be paid by 
annual installments, o ut of the proceeds 
of t he sales of public lands, for the purposes 
of education; this money to be distributed among 
the States, in proportion to their representation 
on the floor of Congress, in such a m anner that 
the smallest States shall have at least one 
institution, and the larg est, five. The terms 
on which the states shall be entitled to 
receive money shall be as follows, viz.; That 
the Legislature of each State shall establish 
••• such number of seminaries as it shall be 
entitled to •••• These institutions shall be 
strictly non-partisan and non-sectarian. The 
course of study shall include mathematics, 
phYsics, chemistry, natural histoty, science 
of government, history, moral and mental phil-
osopby, ancient and modern language and literature, 
logic, civil engineering, military science 
and practice, archecture, and political economy, 
includ ing agriculture, manufactures, and commerce. 
'.L'here should be physical education, with regular 
military exercises ••• as a substitute for the 
idleness o f useless amusements. Each student 
should be allowed to progress as rapddly as 
possible in his studies.... 51 
Norwich University was often outrivaled by Dartmouth 
College. In terms of agricultural improvement Professor 
50 House Report No. 69 26 Cong., 2 Sess., 27-42. 
51 Ibid., 17. (One must note with particular attention 
this plan, which may have been the chief source of the 
Land Grant College Act of 1862, since Partridge and 
Morrill were good friends in Vermont.) 
37 
Sanborn discussed the possibility of using the Smithson 
Fund as the best means of establishing agricultural schools 
52 
on a national scale. 
While Sanborn was contacting Eastern Congressmen, 
requests for agricultural ed ucation tenaciously plagued 
Western senators and representat ives. Joseph L. Smith and 
others entreated that the Senate Committee on Agriculture 
be instructed to make an annual report on the farm interes-
ts of the Union, and that agricultural instruction be intro-
duced in the schools of Amer ica. This petition called for 
the establishment of a Federal Department of Agriculture and 
53 
more education to promote greater prosperity. In 1848, 
John s. Skinn er presented a memorial to Congress respect-
fUlly solicit ing "a appropriation to be applied under the 
direction of the state governments ••• to the establishment 
of institutions for instruction in geology, mineralogy, and 
vegetable and animal physiology; in civil engineering, as 
applied to roadmaking, bridge building, and other rural 
archectiture; and also instruction in the mechanical prin-
ciples on which depend the labor saving properties and effie-
54 
iency of agricultural imple ments and machinery." 
52 Ross, Democracy's College, op. cit., 40. 
53 Kandel, ot. cit., 76. 
54 Ibid., 7 • 
38 
On February 8, 1849 an Easterner pursued the same idea, 
~ben Representative N. K. Hall of New York informed Congress 
that he would introd uce "a bill making a donation of public 
lands to the several states and territories to be by them 
appropriated to the encouragement and improvement of such a 
55 
states and territories." On December 7, 1851, Representati-
ve Caleb Lyon of New York g ave notice to Congr ess that he 
would ask leave to introd uce a bill for the establishment 
56 
of a national agricultural college and experimental farm. 
All of these memorials and petitions were shelved by the 
agricultural committee as ideas unworthy of consideration 
by the entire House and Senate. There was no great popular 
demand th at agricultural education be sponsored by the 
nati onal law-making bod y. 
Amo ng the great individuals, however, who promoted 
agricultural education during the early nineteenth century 
was John P. Norton, professor of agricultural chemistry at 
Yale. The 1847 catalogue of that institution of higher 
learning announced that "Profess or Norton will instruct 
57 
in the application of science to agriculture •••• " Under 
55 Cong. Globe, 30 Cong., 2 Sess., (February 8, 1849). (Hall 
had previously made the same plea on December 18, 1848. He 
was to become Postmaster General in President Fillmore's 
Cabinet in 1850.- Biogra~hical Directory of the American 
Confaess,l774-1927 (Washington,I928), 1048.) 
56 andel, op. cit., 77. 
57 Dictionary of American Biography, XIII, 575. 
39 
the subheading "School of Applied Chemistry" the statement 
was made that a laboratory would be opened "for the purpose 
of practical instruction in the application of science to 
the arts and ag ricul ture 11 • It was further announced that 
"A course of lectures on the connections of science with 
agriculture by Professor Norton will commence in January and 
continue about two months, at the rate of ••• four lectures 
58 
in each week." Norton delivered many addresses before agri-
cultural societies and elsewhere. He contributed to several 
agricultural and scientific journals. One of his many books 
was the Elements of Scientific Agriculture originally 
written as an essay for a prize offered by the New York 
59 
Agricultural Society. The Editor of the Cultivator con-
sidered Professor Norton "the most practical agricultural 
60 
writer and thinker" of the time. 
Other writers were also urging the promotion of 
American scientific agriculture. The Report of the Comm-
issioner of Patents for 1851 contains a letter from Mr. 
Harvey Dodge who advocated the founding of agricultural 
schools and experiment stations. Mr. Dodge suggested that 
the time of the students should be divided equally between 
58 Memorials of John Pitkin Norton, Late Professor of 
Analytical and A icultural Chemistry in Yale College, 
New Haven, Conn. A bany, 853 , 3 ff. 
59 A. C. True, ot. cit., 64. 
60 Cultivator,! (October, 1852), 575. 
40 
class instruction and practical work. He included in his 
plan the recommendation of one central agricultural institu-
tion and several state farm schools to be established by 
61 
Congress. A second article in that same report is a reprint 
of an ad dress on agricultural education delivered by Mr. 
Milton P. Braman before the Agricultural Society of Essex 
County in Massachusetts. Mr. Braman urged the beginning of 
American agricultural schools "on the plan of those in 
Europe, taught by men versed in all sciences connected with 
the cultivation of the soil, and to which lands are attached 
for the purpose of experimental and practical farming." 
Those who were to study in such schools would serve as guides 
and leaders for their districts. Specialization would make 
farming more attractive as a career, and more profitable and 
62 
productive in the older parts of the country. In 1854 
a certain Warren family sent a memorial to Congress praying 
for an agricultural school on the principles of West Point 
Academy. This memorial, like all contemporary requests of a 
63 
similar nature, was reported unfavorably. 
Lack of popular interest in agricultural education, 
political conditions, economic pressures, and sectional 
rivalries during the first half of the nineteenth century 
were more than sufficiently powerful to offset all ind ivi-
dual efforts to establish successful farm schools. 
61 Relort of Comm. of Patents, 1851: 68-82.( ash., 1852). 
62 !b a., 73-80. 
63 Kandel, op. cit., 76. 
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CHAPTER IV 
PROSPECTIVE STATE AID FOR AGRICULTURAL 
EDUCATION 
While the teaching of agriculture was being carried on 
in private schools with little success, proponents of agri-
cultural education sought aid from the states for instruct-
1 
ion in scientific farming. New York and Massachusetts offer 
the best examples of this procedure. In 1799, Simeon De 
Witt urged upon the citizens of New York "a school of 
2 
practical instruction in the business of husbandry". De 
Witt attempted to show that farming is both honorable and 
profitable. According to him, even the difficulties of 
3 
agriculture are better than idleness. "It is intended not 
so much to make instruction to farmers as to make farmers 
4 
from other classes of society". It may be called an agri-
cultural school, academy or college, no matter which; but 
if any importance is to be attached to names, I would give 
it the most respectable, and call it the Agricultural 
5 
College of the State of New York." The primary purpose of 
the school was to teach the theory and practice of agri-
6 
culture. De Witt's plan for an Agricultural College 
1 A. C. True, op. cit., 45. 
2 Ibid., 46. 
3 Ibid., 46. 
4 Ibid., 46. 
5 Ibid., 46. 
6 Ibid., 46. 
42 
7 
received considerable publicity. It was an important influ-
ence in various legislative discussions on the subject of 
8 
agricultural education. 
In 1818, Governor Clinton of New York recommended a 
professorship of agriculture for the state. It would have 
been connected with a state board of agriculture or a 
9 
university. Five years later, the New York legislature 
discussed a bill for the establishment of a state school of 
10 
agriculture. In 1825, the New York State Committee on 
Agriculture reported th at "it is in some measure indispen-
sable to establish ••• an agricultural seminary"; but 
"while the Committee indulge a belief that such a system 
will eventually be established to its full extent, yet they 
apprehend that public sentiment is not yet sufficiently 
11 
mature to embrace the plan." 
In 1826, James Tallmadge, Lieutenant-Governor of 
New York, advocated lectures on agriculture and the mechanic 
12 
arts in the public schools and colleges of the state. 
43 
Seven years later, a special committee on the recently org-
anized State Sgrioul tural Soc iety reported a plan based on 
13 
his premises for a New York State Agricultural School. 
Jesse Buel presided ov er an important meeting of the 
New York State Agricultural Society on February 8, 1836. 
That "convention sent a memorial to the legislature asking 
for the establishment of a school of scientific and pract-
14 
ical agriculture." Three years later, the Agricultural 
Committee of the New York Assembly had before it over eight 
-y petitions for aid to farmers. Over six thousand people had 
signed these petitions, which noted that five-sixths of the 
population of the state was engaged in agriculture. The 
Committee on Agriculture thereupon reported surprise that 
"there is no school, no seminary, no sub-division of any 
15 
school, in which the science of agr.. iculture is taught 11 • 
In 1844, a special committee of the legislature, headed 
by Daniel Lee, recommended that New York make an appropriat-
17 
ion for public lectures on the science of agriculture. As 
editor of the Genessee Farmer, Mr. Lee for many years 
13 L. H. Bailey, Cyc lopedia of American Agriculture 
1909}, IV, 72 ff. (N.Y., 
14 A. c. True, op. cit., 49. 
15 William H. Brewer, 11 The First New York State Agricultural 
College and What Came Befor e It" (Brewer Manuscripts in 
Cornell University Library} 22 ff. 
16 A. C. True, op. cit., 49. 
17 Ibid., 50. 
44 
18 
advocated an agricultural college for the Empire State. 
In 1846, the -American Institute of New York City had a 
similar idea when it asked the legislature to establish an 
agricultural college near its headquarters. In their petit-
ion, the members of the organization asserted that they 
could f urnish professors if only the state would eonsent to 
19 
a school. Their propositions, like many others, was before 
the legislature for several years, but it never secured 
20 
favor able action. 
In 1849, the New York State Agricultural Society again 
2lb 
asked the legislature to establish an agricultural college. 
22 
Gover nor Hamilton Fish was in full agreement with the idea. 
Two years later, the Assembly Committee on Agriculture again 
23 
reported in f avor of a New York State Agricultural College. 
At last, wit h the support of the State Agricultural Society 
18 Ibid., 50. 
45 
19 New York Assembly. Document# lSl. April 20, 1847• Fifth 
Annual Report of the American Institute (N.Y., 1847), 127, ff. 
20 A. c. TrUe, op. cit., so. 
21 Ibid. ,so. 
22 Ibid., 50, 
23 New York Assembly Document #33· January 24, 18Sl. Report 
of the Commi:P.tee on Agriculture on so much of the Governor is 
Message as R lates to an AgricUltural College and Mechan-
ical School ~d on the Memorial of the State Af:icultural 
Society on the same · subject (N.Y., 1851), 22 fF: 
and other "friends of agric ultural education", the New 
York State Agricultural College was incorporated on April 
24 
15, 1853· The Trustees elected John Delafield to be the 
first president. The Committee on Location picked Mr. 
Delafield's farm as the site of the new school, but the 
sudd en death of Mr. Delafield on October 22, 1853, put a 
25 
temporary end to the plans. There simply was not enough 
interest in agricultural education to create a successful 
college for farmers within the confines of New York State. 
Meanwhile , the Commonwealth of Massachusetts attempted 
to d evelop agricultural education. On September 9, 1825, 
there appeared in the New England Farmer an article entitled 
26 
"Massachusetts Agricultural College". A course of four ye-
ars was proposed for boys over fourteen years of age, who 
46 
27 
co u ld present a grammar school education as a prerequisite. 
In conjunction with the "college" there would be a farm 
with soil "best adapted to agricultural experiments". There 
were also to be "mechanic workshops", "military tactics", 
28 
and "gymnastics". A meeting was held on November 8, 1825 
in the ci~ y of Boston to raise the necessary fUnds for the 
29 
prospective school. No practical result c arne of these plans. 
24 L. H. Bailey, Cyc lopedia of American Agriculture (N.Y., 
1909), IV, 66 ff. 
25 A. C. True, op. cit., 51. 
26 New England Farmer, IV, 54 (September 9, 1825). 
27 A. c. TrUe, op. cit., 76. 
28 Ibid., 76. 
29 !bid., 76. 
The real founders of Massachusetts State Agricultural 
College were to be Marshall Pinckney Wilder and Edward 
30 
Hitchcock. Mr. Wilder was born at Rindge, New Hampshire, 
31 
in 1798. Educated at a district school, he went to an 
academy for further study. His formal training was complet-
ed with tutor s. In 1825, he moved to Boston, where fourt-
een years later he became a state Represenaative. In 1849, 
he became a member of the Executive Council of the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts . Within twelve months, he had been 
32 
elected President of the State ~o qte .In 1861, Mr. Wilder 
and his associates found ed Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology. As Presid ent of the Massachusetts Horticultural 
Society, he developed many new and important varieties of 
fruits and flowers. His garden in Dorchester was the orig-
inal habitat of the "Wilder Rose". His as sociation with the 
Massach usetts Horticultural Society also led to the estab-
lishmen t of Mount Auburn Cementery in Cambridge, which he 
helped to provide with beautifUl trees and flowers. He was 
later President of the American Pomological Society. After 
promoting the State Board of Agriculture in Massachusetts 
during 1852, he became President of the United States 
Agricultural Society. He was a b orn promoter and leader 
30 Ibid., 76-77. 
31 Dictionary of American Biography, XX, 210-211. 
32 Ibid., 211-212. 
47 
of men. His original ideas and generous character gained for 
him the reputation of being the "chief citizen of Boston". 
Indeed, he was one of the best loved and most ~luential 
33 
Americans of his day. 
In 1849, Mr. Wilder spoke before the Norfolk County 
Agri cultural Society. He r eminded his listeners of the 
34 
profound need of a state agricultural school. The Address 
was taken seriously in the Commonwealth. On January 8, 1850, 
Governor.. Briggs recommended that the General Court give 
35 
"favorable considerations to this matter". One year later, 
as President of the Norfolk County Agricultural Society, Mr. 
ilder secured from his organization an important resolution. 
It was resolved that delegates from agric ultural societies 
all over the Commonwealth draw up measures "for the 
36 
promotion of the cause of agric ultural education". 
On April 21, 1852, the General Court of t he Comm-
onwealth of Massachusetts passed an act to promote Agricul-
37 
ture. A State Board of Agriculture was to be set up. It 
was to consist of the Governor, Lieutenant Governor, and 
Secretary of State, ex officio. One member was to be chosen 
from each agricultural society that received state funds. 
33 Ibid., 210-211. 
34 A • C. True , op • cit; • , 18. 
35 Ibid., 26, ,-e. 
36 Ibid • , 26. 
37 Ibid., 27. 
48 
Three members were to b e appointed bybthe Governor and Coun-
cil for three years. The duties of the organization were to 
"investigate all such subjects leading and relating to the 
improvement of agriculture in this commonwealth as they may 
think proper, and they are hereby empowered to ••• exercise 
control over any donations or bequests that may be made to 
them ~or promoting agricultural education or the general 
38 
interests o:f husbandry.n 
While Marshall Wilder was serving his state in many 
practical ways, Edward Hitchcock was writing several books 
39 
on the relation of the natural sciences to God's universe. 
Mr. Hitchcock was born at Deerfield, Massachusetts, in 1793 
of an indigent family. Early in life Edward was placed on 
his own responsibility. Schoolastic tendencies were evident 
in his youth when he showed a fondness for natural history, 
His first important position was that o:f Principal of Deer-
field Academy. Through the influence of Amos Eaton, Dir-
ector of Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, Mr. Hitch cock 
became a freelance lecturer in b otany and mineralogy. After 
he entered a theological school at New Haven, Connecticut, 
he f ound a good :friend at Yale in the person of Professor 
49 
40 
Benjamin Silliman, one of the greatest American scientists. 
In 1821, Mr. Hitchcock became the pastor of the Cong-
regational Church in Conway, Massachusetts. Four years later, 
he resigned his charge and became Professor of Chemistry 
and Natural History at Amherst College. During the eighteen 
fifties, he served as President of Amherst, after which he 
41 
resigned to become Professor of Geology and Natural History. 
During the early eighteen thirties, he had ffUrVeyed the 
condition of the physical sciences in the Commonwealth, out 
of which grew his book entitled Report on the Geology, Min-
eralogy, Botany and Zoology of Massachusetts. In 1840, he 
had become first chairman of the Association of American 
Geologists and Naturalists, which seven years later became 
42 
the American Association for the Advancement of Science. 
Mr. Hitchcock was a prolific writer on all sorts of 
scientific questions. During the early eighteen fifties, he 
43 
went to Europe to study agricultural problems. After an 
exhaustive investigation, he prepared "an elaborate report 
on them, with his conclusions regarding their usefulness 
and suggestions for a system of agricultural education in 
44 
Massachusetts". 
40 Ibid. 2 IX, 70-71. 41 Ioid., IX, 70-71. 
42 Ioid., IX, 70-71. 
43 A. c. True, OE· cit., 
44 Ibid., 78-79. 
77-79. 
50 
The Hitchcock Report was distributed widely . It appear-
ed to have a considerable influence upon the farm school 
trend in the United States."It contains brief accounts of 
45 
352 schools in different European countries" . Of this 
number, twenty two were 11 superior schools", fifty four were 
"intermediate schools", two hundred and fourteen were uin:fer-
ior schools", :forty eight were "special schools", fourteen 
46 
were connected with colleges and universities. The twenty 
two "superior schools" ranked with our best colleges in the 
extent and variety of sciences offered . The :fifty four 
"intermediate schools" compared favorably with most American 
47 
College·s . 
In France, Professor Hitchcock visited five "superior 
schoolw" and seventy uinf'erior schools" . At Versailles he 
saw the National Agronomic Institute with its nine profess-
ors teaching in an institution which owned 3650 acres . In 
Germany he observed thirteen "superior schools" of which th-
ree were connected with universities . His visits to the 
sixteen "intermediate schools" and the forty nine rainferior 
48 
schools" of Germany gave him a very favorable impression. 
45 Relort of the Commissioner of Patents :for the Year 1850: 
Part I Agriculture . (Washington, 1851), 145. 
46 Ibid., 146-147 · 
47 Ibid., 148 . 
48 Ibid., 149 ff. (A detailed analysis of the agricultural 
schools of Prussia during the eighteen fifties may be found 
in the Country Gentleman, Number 1, volume XIV, July 7, 
1859 . ) . 
51 
England, on the other hand, offered him little encour-
agement. There was only one nsuperior school", and the 
remaining four agricultural schools were "inferior schools" . 
Scotland had two outstanding instit utions of' farm science 
connected with universities. Ireland had four more to offer 
by way of example. Here Professor Hitchcock found one 
"superior school", twenty five "intennediate schools", thirty 
four "inferior schools", and three professorships of agric ul-
49 
ture in colleges of a high calibre . At the same time, a 
number of model agricultural schools, corresponding to the 
11 in, termediate schools" on the continent, were organized 
under t he Irish Commission on National Education. Elementary 
agric ultural schools were also established by local Irish 
patrons and agricultural departments were opened in work-
houses and juvenile reform institutions . The professors had 
the use of model farms and botanical gardens, and offered 
two -year cour ses leading to diplomas. During the eighteen 
fifties, Ireland, considering her population, offered better 
facilities for scientific training in agriculture than any 
50 
other country in the world. 
Of the other European countries to which Professor Hit-
chcock refers, Italy had one "in:ferior school", and one 
institute connected with a university; Austria had four 
49 Ibid. , 148 f'f . 
50 Kandel, op. cit.,82. 
52 
"superior schools", three "inferior schools", twenty five 
"special schools", one university agricultural school; 
and Russia had two "superior schools", ten .,intermediate 
schools", fifty one "inferior schools", four "special schools" 
51 
and one university institute. 
The European had much information which could be help-
ful to one interested in the advancement of Americ an 
agriculture. The European schools not only offered a 
curriculum standard, they also furnished an excellent basis 
of propaganda for those Who wished to obtain government aid 
to far m schools. Hitchcock lamented the failure of the Amer-
ican states to create such schools. He reported a serio us 
lack of qualified instructors in this country, and he fore-
saw a remedy only through study in Europe. To get started 
he would have Congress establish an agricultural institute 
of scientific grade along West Point lines with men like 
Liebig, Agassiz, and Boussingault as teachers until enough 
Americans were trained to fill the professorships required 
in state agricultural colleges. He entreated, 11 !'8 it not 
poss ible for the United States to have one school worthy 
52 
of the Republic?" 
51 Relort of the Commissioner of Patents, op. cit., 
52 rh a., 148. 148 f:f. 
53 
From the Hitchcock Report one derives certain fund-
amental lessons from the European schools of agriculture: 
1.) "They usually failed unless they received sufficient 
aid from the government 11 • 
2.) "Agricultural societies are not sufficient agencies 
for agricultural education". 
3.) Theory must be tested by practice". 
4.) "To teach agriculture in primary schools and colleg-
es does some good, but it is insufficient". 
5.) "Agricultural professorships in colleges and 
universities are not sufficient because 
a.) Only a few students are attracted by lectures: 
b.) Professional and agricultural students have 
little sympathy for each other: 
c.) Without such sympathy students will have no 
pride in an institution and therefore it will 
not prosper." 
6.) "Agricultural institutions succeed best when started 
and sustained by joint efforts and contributions of individ -
uals and societies and the governments". 
7.) "Independent agric ultural institutions are essent-
ial because scientific and practical agriculture requires 
a.) A broad education in science and knowledge of 
literature. 
b.l A large number of instructors. 
c.) The interests of agriculture are large enough 
to demand an institution devoted to their 
promotion". 
8.) "Agricultural schools constitute the most ready and 
effective mode of making farmers understand the principles 
54 
on which good husbandry is founded, and will furnish the 
most effective means of i ntroducing among farmers improve-
ment s in husbandry" • 
9.) "Agriculture, more than any other art, needs special 
help". 
10.) "Agriculture in this country is crude compared 
53 
with that of Europe 11 • 
The significance of the Hitchcock Report in the saga 
of American agricultural education is the fact that advocates 
of schools for farmers now had a detailed program which 
they might put into effect. The question of our dissertation 
is this: " as the Father of the Land Grant College Act of 
1862 Primarily Interested tin Agricultural Education?" Cert 
-ainly the Hitchcock Report would be the basis of Mr. Mor-
rils work if he were going t o approach the subject of land 
grants for farm schools from the educational point of view. 
At any rate, thanks to the inspiration of Edward Hitch-
cock and others, in 1856 the Massachusetts State Legislature 
incorporated the nTrustees of the Massachusetts School 
54 
of Agriculture". Five years later, the State Board of 
Agric ulture passed resolutions favoring the Ummediate 
53 Ibid. , 79. 
54 !bid. t 80. 
55 
55 
establishment of "an agricultural school of high grade". 
Mr. Marshall Wilder was made chairman of a committee to work 
56 
on th e proposition. He was later to be one of the ablest 
assistants to Justin s. Morrill in the struggle for land 
grant colleges. As the Civil war began, a "State Agricul-
tural College" was about to be founded in the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts due to the persistence of men like Marsh-
all Wilder and Ed ward Hitchcock. 
55 Ibid., 81. 
56 Ibid., 81. 
56 
CHAPTER V 
PUBLIC LANDS FOR EDUCATION 
Early demand s for agricultural education had been fut-
ile. Before 1850 the science of agriculture remained prim-
itive. Individual efforts to establish farm schools had 
been in vain. State aid for agric ultural education held 
little promise of success. And yet, there was always that 
hope that the Federal Government might appropriate public 
lands for pr ofessionsl schools. 
The use of the public d omain for educational purposes 
was to be th e culmination of a great variety of petitions 
for federal lands. Before the coming of the nineteenth 
century, three townships had been set aside in the Ohio 
Territory for the support of higher institutions of learn-
ins. These grants proved to be the actual genesis of the 
nation's tradition in establishing institutions of 
1 
advanced learning. The true beginning of a national policy 
of land- grants for all phases of education, however, ~~s in 
2 
the act of enabling Ohio to become a state in 1802. It 
provided "that section number sixteen in every township, 
and where such section has been ••• disposed of, other 
lands equivalent thereto ••• shall be granted to the 
1 Hibbard, op. cit., 338. 
2 Taylor, op. cit., 123. 
57 
3 
inhabitants of such township, for the use of schools". 
As a counter-concession, Ohio was to exempt from taxation 
all property sold by the government for a period of five 
years after the date of sale, within Which time the purch-
aser ~~s expected to make final settlement. Ohio refused 
to agree to this compact, however, until Congress, in 
addition to granting school lands with in her public d omain, 
had also provided an area equal to one thirty-sixth of the 
land contained in the Connecticut Reserve, the Virginia 
Reserve, and the United States Military Reserve, and until 
the territory occupied by the Indians should also be reser-
4 
ved for common schools. Congress agreed to do this in the 
Modifying Act of 1803; but in so doing, it provided that all 
sections appropriated for the use of schools would be vested 
5 
in the Ohio Legislature and not given directly to townships. 
The Federal Government did nothing to extend the policy 
of land grants south of the Ohio River before 1803. On 
Mar ch third of that year, Congress reserved every sixteenth 
section in the territory south of Tennessee for the use of 
schools. The Secretary of the Treasury was authorized to 
locate thirty six sections for that purpose . A tract of 
3 U. S. Land Laws, I, 85: U. S. Statutes at Large, II, 173 
f f. (Sections 15, 16, 21, and 22 were the central sections 
of every proposed township. Presumably, any one of those 
sections would be a fair average in value or in service . ) 
4 U.S. Statutes at Large, II, 175. 
5 u.s. statUtes at Large, II, 225 . 
58 
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land not to exceed thirty acres in the town of Natchez was 
to be set aside by the Governor of Mississippi Territory 
6 
for an institution of higher learning. 
In 1804 Congress, in passing an act providing for the 
disposal of the public lands in the Indiana Territory, 
specified that there should be reserved for the use of a 
seminary of learning, an entire township in each of the three 
districts of which Detroit, Vincennes, and Kaskaskia were 
7. 
the centers. 
The first direct grant of land to a state institution 
of learning was the area appropriated to Tennessee in 1806 
when Congress adjusted matters with that state in regard 
to unoccupied lands. One hundred thousand acres were grant-
ed for two colleges, one of which was to be located in the 
western part of the state. Another provision of that act 
stipulated the setting aside of 100,000 acres in each county 
for the use of academies. It was further provided that one 
section in each township should be reserved for public 
8 
schools. Th is was by far th e largest ed ucational allotment 
of land to any one state. Tennessee received over 3,500,000 
acres for advanced education, or more than the combined 
9 
university grants to all the other states. 
6 u. S. Land Laws,I, 97: U.S. Statutes at Large, II, 278. 
7 U. S. Statutes at Large, II, 278. 
8 U.S. Statutes at Large, II, 382: U. S. Land Laws, I, 136. 
9 Hibbard, op. cit., 339. 
On April 21, 1806, Congress passed an act adjusting 
claims in the Territory of Orleans and in the District of 
Louisiana. It provided that section sixteen in every town-
ship should be reserved for public schools and that there 
10 
should be one entire township for a seminary. Five years 
later, it was provided that the township for the seminary 
should be located south of the Red River. Furthermore, ano-
ther township was to be set aside north of the river for the 
11 
establishment of a seco nd such institution. 
With the passage of these early acts to promote the 
cause of higher learning, a national policy was finally 
established, in which every public land state 10r territory 
was the recipient of units of the best public domain for 
ed ucational purposes. 
An exceptional d onation of public land by Congress 
direct to towns and villages was that provided for in the 
Act of June 13, 1812. Eleven towns or villages in the 
Territory of Missouri were granted lands for the support of 
12 
schools. 
In 1816, Indiana was admitted to the Union with educat-
ional grants similar to those of Ohio. Two years later, Ill-
inois became a state with the specific provision of a grant of 
10 U.S. Statutes at Large,II, 382: U.S. Land Laws, I, 142. 
11 U.S. Statutes at Large, II, 620. 
12 Ibid., II, 381. 
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section sixteen in each tovmship to "the state, for the ••• 
13 
inh abitants of such township for the use of schools". On 
March 2, 1819, the act of enabling Alabama to become a state 
revived the Ohio policy and granted section sixteen "to the 
14 
inhabitants of the tovmship for the use of schools.n A 
year later, the act enabling Missouri to become a state 
confirmed a previous seminary grant and gave section sixteen 
in each township to the state for the use of the inhabitants 
15 
for schools. 
In 1826 Congress set asid e two townships in the Terri-
16 
tory of 1tichigan for a university. That same year, the House 
Committee on Public Lands favored an appropriation of money 
instead of lands for public schools. Its report said 
Our panoply in peace or war must be the 
heaving bosoms and vigorous arms of enlightened 
and virtuous freemen •••• Who are the first to be 
benefitted? The children of farmers, mechanics, 
and manufacturers, Where do we look, and where 
must we look, for the moral and physical powers 
of the nation? To the agricultural and mech-
anical interests - to the handicraftsmen of the 
land. 17 
During the early eighteen thirties, the question of 
constitutionality became very prominent in the congressional 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
Taylor, otu cit., 105. 
u. S. Sta tes at Large, III, 489. 
Ibid., III, 547. 
Ibid., IV, 180. 
Kandel, op. cit., 70 ff. 
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discussions of public land policy. In 1834, with reference 
to a petition from Transylvania College in Kentucky and one 
from Pendleton Academy in Alabama for land donations, the 
House Committee on Public Lands reported that "the disposition 
of the public lands for such an object, however laudable, 
cannot be justified either by the Constitution or the manner 
18 
in which they are held by the government. 11 On the other 
hand, the actual pressure for holding up grants was negligible 
during that period. The enabling act for Arkansas, passed 
on June 23, 1836, contained the same provisions as regards 
land grants for education as the enabling act of Missouri. 
The seminary townsh ip was confirmed and each sixteenth section 
for schools was granted to the state for the use of tow.n-
19 
ship inhabitants. 
When Michigan became a state in 1837, it received a 
new type of land grant for education, far superior to either 
type of grant made to Ohio or to Illinois. In the case of 
Michigan every sixteenth section was granted directly to the 
state for the use of schools. The funds derived from the 
lands could thus be used to develop schools in every part 
of the state regardless of township lines. This did much to 
aid in the development of a well-organized state system of 
20 
education, since it equalized benefits. Hitherto certain 
18 Ibid., 75 ff. 
19 u.s. Statutes at Lar~e, V, 58. 
20 Taylor, op. cit., 06. 
townships had been more ~ortunate than others in that some 
sections sixteen were more valuable than others. 
Education played a large part in all sorts of public 
land laws. The Pre-emption Act of September 4, 1841 pro-
vided for the distribution of the net proceeds from the 
sale of public lands among the states on the basis of 
their representation in Congress. By this act 500,000 acres 
21 
were granted to each state for internal improvements. While 
the law did not make a specific grant for education, it 
became a common practice to devote funds thus derived 
22 
to the support of schools. The Pre-emption Act was of 
great educational importance because it provided a source 
from which public schools were to receive more than sixty 
23 
million d ollars. 
In 1841, Congress granted to Louisiana ten percent of 
the net proceeds from the sale of public lands within the 
state. Louisiana thereupon set its receipts aside as a fund 
24 
for the common schools. 
Every public land state admitted to the Union between 
1845 and 1889, with the exception of Minnesota, diverted 
grants for internal improvements to the support o~ education. 
Congress eventually adopted a policy of making specific 
21 u. s. Statutes at Large, V, 453· 
22 Taylor, ?!• cit., III. 
23 Ibid., l 1. 
24 Constitution of Louisiana, Title VII, Article 135. 
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grants for education in lieu of the grants for internal 
25 
improvements. The enabling act of Florida, enacted on 
March 3, 1845, granted to that state "section sixteen in 
every township or other lands equivalent thereto, for the 
use of the inhabitants of such township for the support of 
public schools; also, two entire townships of land, in 
ad dition to the tvvo townships already reserved, for the use 
26 
of two seminaries of learning." The act also stipulated 
that five percent of the net proceeds from the sale of 
other public lands within the state should be used for 
27 
education. 
In 1846, a congressional commi ttee headed by Robert 
Dale Owen was appointed to consider the question of educat-
ion. Soon afterwards, it reported that 
Whereas the general diffusion of knowledge 
accomplished most effectively through the common 
schools: and whereas knowledge may be essentially 
increased by scientific research and by spreading 
a taste for science and the arts, therefore the 
fund should be used to establish a school. 28 
It was urged that this school should provide the 
following: 
a professor of agriculture ••• and such other 
professorships ••• as may be necessary for such 
a thor ough scientific and liberal course of 
instruction as to qualify men for teachers of 
the more important branches of science. 29 
25 Taylor, o¥. cit., 
26 u. s. sta utes at 
27 Taylor, op. cit., 
28 Kandel, o~. cit., 
29 Ibid., 7 • 
109. 
Large, V, 58. 
106-107. 
75· 
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The report was not accepted by Congress, but significant 
educational trends were developing. FOr example, with certain 
exceptions Congress after 1848 followed a uniform course of 
reserving school sections in the organic acts of the terr-
itories. Beginning with that year, section 36, as well as 
section 16, was granted for school purposes. The first terri-
tory to rec eive the added grant was Oregon, thanks to the 
30 
work of Stephen A. Douglas. On March 3, 1853, California 
received sections sixteen and thirty-six in each township 
31 
of the state for public schools. The enabling acts of Minne-
sota (February 26, 1857} and Kansas (January 29, 1861} grant-
ed to those states section sixteen and thirty six for 
the common schools, and every time two townships were survey-
ed , section seventy two was to be set aside in each of those 
32 
states for a university. 
Several other types of educational grants were made 
before the Civil war. The salt spring land grants to certain 
states were a means of adding a considerable sum of money to 
the ed ucational account accumulated through the endo~ment of 
33 
federal landed property. Most states admitted to the Union 
from 1803 to 1875 obtained reserved areas for the working 
34 
of salt springs. In the case of Ohio, for example, Congress 
30 U. S. Statutes at Large, IX, 330 (Section 36 being in the 
far corner of a township woUld probably imply average land 
values.t 
31 Ibid .,V, 7 89. 
32 Ibid., XI, 167, 383-384: XII, 127. 
33 Hibbard, o~. cit., 318. 
34 Ibid., 3l • 
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provided that the "proceeds be applied to such literary 
purposes as the legislature might hereafter direct, and to 
35 
no other use, intent or purpose whatever." Furthermore, 
the Missouri and Indiana legislatures were directed to 
invest the money derived from the sale of the salt springs 
and adjacent lands in a productive fund, the proceeds of 
36 
which were to be forever applied for the purpose of education. 
Swamp lands also wer to yield incomes for education. 
The Arkansas Swamp Lands Act of September 28, 1850, granted 
its swamp lands to that state and extended similar grants 
to other states. These lands were used for education. In all, 
American public schools have received more than forty mill-
37 
ion acres from this source. 
Other special land grants for education include the 
Half Million Acre Grants and the Five Percent Plan. Of the 
states receiving grants of the 500,000 acres for internal 
improvements, California, Iowa, Nevada, Oregon, and Wiscon-
sin appropriated the receipts from the sale of such lands 
for the support of common schools. In each case, by const-
itutional enactment, it was provided that the proceeds der-
ived from the land sales should be paid into the school 
35 Ibid., 318. 
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36 tr. s. Statutes at Large, IV, 558: Laws of the u.s. VIII, 501. 
37 Taylor, op. cit., 111. 
38 
fund. Nineteen of the twenty-nine public land states were 
beneficiaries of the Five Percent Fund, and they used the 
39 
money mainly for common schools. 
Thus millions of acres of public lands were set aside 
for education.But there is no evidence that agricultural 
colleges arose from that source. To follow the evolutionary 
pattern of farm schools, we must seek elsewhere . 
38 Constitution of California, 1850, Article IX, Sect.2 
It It Iowa 1846, It II II 
" 
" " Nevada 1864, " II II 3 , tt It Oregon, 1859, II VIII, tl 2 
II II Wisconsin, 1849, II XI, n 2 
39 Hibbard, OE· cit., 321 . 
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CHAPTER VI 
THE STATE AGRICULTURAL COLLEGES BEFORE THE CIVIL WAR 
Despite the grants of millions of acres for education, 
public farm schools did not materialize. If agricultural 
seminaries were to be created, the states apparently would 
have to set them up. Michigan paved the way. In 1850, she 
provided by a constitutional stipulation that "the legislature 
shall encourage the promotion of intellectual, scientific, 
and agricultural improvement, and shall as soon as possible 
1 
provide for the establishment of an agricultural school." 
In the Act of March 25, 1850, which provided for the 
founding of a normal school at Ypsilanti, Mic higan, the state 
legislature provided that the school should "give instruction 
in the mechanic arts and in the arts o f hunb andry and agri-
2 
cultural chemistry." Three years later, the regents of the 
state university announced a free co urse of lectures on 
3 
agricultural science. Rev. Charles Fox was to lecture on 
4 
"Theoretical and Practical Agriculture". Mr. Fox, an English-
man, had been educated at Rugby. His regular position was 
Episcopal Rector at Grosse Isle, Michigan. After deliver ing 
1 Constitution of Michigan, 1850, Article 13, Section 11. 
2 A. C. 'ITue, op. cit. , 59. 
3 Michigan State Agricultural Soc iety Transactions, 1849-
1856 (Lansing, 1850-1857), II, 88 ff. 
4 A. C. True, op. cit., 59. (Rev. Fox was one of the editors 
of the Farmers' Companion and Horticultural Gazette.) 
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his lectures on agriculture, he published them in 1854 for 
use as a textbook. Soon after that, he moved to Ann Arbor 
and became "Professor of Theoretical and Practical Agri-
5 
culture". He was the delegate of the Michigan State Agri-
cultural Society to the meething in Washington of the United 
6 
States Agricultural Society in 1852. 
The Governor of Michigan signed the bill creating the 
7 
State Agric ultural College on February 12, 1855· The school 
was established as a specific institution under the super-
vision of the State Board of Education. It was located on a 
8 
large farm near Lansing. Twenty-two sections of salt spring 
lands, previously granted to the state by the Federal Govern-
9 
ment, were appropriated for the upkeep of the school. Two 
years later, buildings were erected and construction was 
begun, but the survival of the school was doubtful for 
10 
many years. 
Massachusetts, meanwhile, was not only working on plans 
for a state agricultural college; she \v.BS also trying to 
promote farm science through existing institutions. In 1843, 
Amherst College listed in its catalog a "Lecturer on 
5 Ibid • , 59. 
6 Ibid., 59. 
7 Michigan State Agricultural Society. 
1849-1856 (Lansing, 1863-1888). 
8 Ibid. 
Transactions. v. I-VII, 
9 Laws of Michigan, 1855, p.279. 
10 w. J. Bea1, History of the Michigan A~icultural College 
and Bio graphic al-;=;Ski'l'::-:'e':t:t::::c"':h~e~s:--::o:-::lf~Tru~:-:s:-::tr:-e~e~s=--an-==-arPr~~o7J!!fr-::"e-::::s~s:-::o-::r:-:::s~....::..:~ 
(East Lansing, 1915}, 436 ff. 
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11 
agricultural chemistry and mineralogy". During the presid-
ency of Edward Hitchcock, a scientific department stressing 
12 
ag _riculture was set up. One of the great teachers in that 
department was J. A. Nash; who was assigned to tttake care of 
any who may wish to study the elements of agriculture, theo-
13 
retically and practicallyn. The Country Gentleman of Dec-
ember 23, 1853, contains Mr. Nash's announcement concerning 
his course in practical and scientific agriculture for 
"young men not pursuing a full collegiate course. Instruct-
ion will be given through textbooks, lectures, and free 
conversations ••• on the application of science to the cultiv-
ation and improvement of soils, the preservation and use of 
manures, the growing and disposal of crops, the care of 
animals, and generally to whatever relates to the management 
14 
of a farm.u Later, he published a textbook on agriculture 
15 
entitled The Progressiv e Farmer. Another great Amherst 
professor of agriculture was William s. Clark, afterwards 
President of the Massachusetts Agricultural College, who gave 
11 F. H. Fowler, "Early Agricultural Education in Massa-
chusetts", Massachusetts State Board of Agriculture Annual 
Report for 1906 (Boston, 1907), 331-392. 
12 !hid., 331-392. 
13 A. C. True, op. cit., 43· 
14 Ibid., 44. 
15 Ibid., 43. 
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"practical instruction in analytical and applied chemistry, 
16 
with special reference to agriculture •••• " These courses, 
71 
17 
though advanced for their time, were always meagerly attended. 
During the fifth decade of the nineteenth century, 
leaders in the South had many projects underway for state 
agricultural schools. In 1852, the Virginia State Agricultur-
al Society was created after a great deal of strenuous 
activity on the part of Edmund Ruffin, former editor of the 
18 
Farmer's Register. One year later, he was awarded a prize 
by a regional association for an essay on 11 Agricultural 
19 
Education". His plan anticipated the land-grant college in 
state support, manual labor, experimentation, and military 
20 
organization. The proposed Ruffin Agricultural System 
was more specifically elaborated in 1856 by the distinguished 
Virginia planter, Philip St. George Cocke, who submitted 
an ingenius, comprehensive plan of state agricultural educa-
21 
tion. These men were only two of the exponents of a new 
16 Ibid., 43-44. (For Clark's agricultural contributions to 
Japan see Herbert Welch's Men of the OUtposts.} 
17 Ibid., 65. 
18 Avery Craven, Edmund Ruffin, Southerner, A Study in Sece-
ssion (N.Y., 1932): E. G. Swem, An Analysis of Ruffin's 
"Farmers' Register", vvi th a BibliographY of Edmund RUffin 
(Richmond, 1919). 
19 Edmund Ruffin, Premium Essay on Agricultural Education 
submitted to the Executive Committee of the Southern Cent-
ral Association (Richmond, 1853); 36 ff. 
20 Ross, Democracy's College, 33· 
21 Ibid., 34. (Philip St. George Cocke founded at VMI the 
first school of scientific agriculture in Virginia. -
Dictionary of American Biography (N.Y., 1930), IV, 254-255· 
22 
and better system. But public apathy prevented much progress 
in agriculture . 
In 1854 a unique proposal was discussed in Maryland. The 
State Agricultural Soc iety submitted a plan of an agricul-
tural school to be set up at the Smithsonian Institution 
23 
with an experimental far m at Mount Vernon . Failing in this 
venture, the friends of scientific farming in Maryland did 
not give up their fight . In 1856 , they got their state legis-
lature to pass an act to establish and endow an agricultural 
college "in which the youthful student could especially be 
instructed in those arts and sciences indispensable to 
24 
successful agricultural pursuits . " A farm of 428 acres in 
Prince George County was secured within ten miles of ashing-
ton, D. C.It now serves as the site of the University of 
Maryland . The cornerstone was laid for the main buildings 
25 
on August 24, 1858 . Other courses than agriculture saved 
the school from early failure . 
Georgia was also interested in agricultural education. 
Instruction in far m sciences ar Franklin College in the 
University of Georgia was provided for in 1854 by Dr . 
26 
William Terrell ' s bequest of $20,000 . In a letter to the Board 
22 A. C. Cole, The Irreiressible Conflict (N . Y., 1934), 60 . 
23 Ross, Democracy ' s Co lege , 40 . 
24 Laws of Maryland, 1856, P• 114 . 
25 True, o~ . cit. , 66 . 
26 Univers~ty of Georgia, Endowment of the Terrell Professor-
shi of A iculture in the Universit of Geor 'a (Athens, 
54 • 4 Dr . William Terrell of Sparta, Georgia, sat 
in Congress from 1817 to 1821 . He was d eeply interested in 
agriculture .- Nevins, Ordeal of the Union (N . Y., 1947), 185 . 
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of Trustees the benefactor praised the form of government of 
the United States. He declared that every patriot should 
do what he can "to give perpetuity to the compact of these 
confederated States. Education is doing much for this great 
object in every department of knol~ledge except in agricul-
ture", in mich "the United States are far behind most of 
27 
the States of Europe 11 • 
The Terrell Statement continued, "The best form of 
government for a country where agriculture prevails that is 
tending to impoverish the soil can not long sustain a thrifty 
population or be able to defend itself. To avoid such a 
calamity, which there is reason to fear will be our condi-
tion in no distant day, the people of the Southern States 
must find the means of preserving their lands from distruct-
ion by bad tillage, which is so strikingly observable in 
every part of the country. To aid this great enterprise, 
if you will allow me t · o call it such, I propose to your 
honor able body to give Franklin College bonds of the 
State to th e amount of $20,000, the annual interest of 
which shall be applied permanently as compensation for a 
professor whose duty it shall be to deliver in the college 
a course of lectures during its term of Agriculture as a 
science; the practice and improvement of different products; 
27 Ibid ., 43 ff. 
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on chemistry and geology, as far as they may be useful 
in agriculture; on manures, analysis of soils, and on 
domestic economy, particularly referring to the southern 
states; the lectures to be free. If this proposition is 
acceptable to you, I shall ask the privelege of recommending 
to your consideration for the appointment of the first prof-
essor, Dr. Daniel Lee, who has spent 20 years of his life in 
the study and practi ce of agr iculture, and who 1'Vill bring 
t o his duties all his skill and a zeal that ought to ensure 
28 
success." 
The Board of Trustees gladly accepted Terrell's legacy. 
The Professorship of Agriculture was created and Dr, Daniel 
29 
Lee held the position from 1855 to 1862. The background 
of the new professor qualif ied him splendidly for the 
position. In 1844, he served as reporter on the New Genes see 
30 
Farmer at Rochester, New York. For a time he had been 
corresponding secretary of the New York State Agric u1tural 
Society. In 1846, he had striven in vain to create a 
substantial farm school at Wheatland, New York. He was 
editor of the Southern Cultivator from 1847 to 1859. 
During the early eighteen fifties, he was also statician 
31 
for the agricultural branch of the United States Patent Office. 
28 Ibid., 44 ff. 
29 Ross, Democracy's College, op. cit., 32. 
30 "Our Editor" (Daniel Lee ) , Sou them Cultivator ( 184 7) , 120. 
31 Ibid., 72. (While he was Federal Agricultural Statistic-
ian in 1850, Lee advocated a est Point of Agriculture with 
Agassiz, Liebig and Bouss ingault on the faculty to prepare 
American farmers in science.) 
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In 1852, he was among the men who organized the United States 
Agricultural Society. He was in charge of publishing the 
32 
first volume of its proceedings. Nonetheless, the constant 
appeal for an expansion of the Terrell Lecture Foundation 
33 
into a fUll grown agricultural school was unavailing. 
The Northeast and the South were not the only sections 
to show some growth in agr,· icul tural college interest before 
the Civil War. The Mid dle ~est also fUrnishes numerous 
examples of a desire for scientific farming. In 1854, 
Representative "Long John" Wentworth of Illinois proposed 
in the Lower House of Congress that "the Committee on Agri-
culture ••• inquire int o the expediency of establishing a 
national agricultural school in connection with the Smith-
sonian Institution wit h the same basis of apportionment 
of students as the military and naval academies", but this 
34 
~~s never discussed by either house of Congress. 
Ohio also gave agricultural education a great deal of 
consideration during the fifth decade of the nineteenth 
century. In 1858, a bill was introduced into the state 
legislature for a college under th e control of the state 
agricultural and educational boards with a farm of 1,000 
acres, which was designed to provide instruction on a par 
with the best European agricultural schools. For a scheme 
32 Ross, Democracy's College, 32. 
33 Ibid., 41. 
34 Ibid., 41. 
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at this tentative stage there lV<aS the ironic and redundant 
safeguard that the professors were "not to be paid over 
$5000 for the first year, and $6000 for the second; their 
salaries thereafter to be determined by the Board of 
35 
Supervisors.'' The Ohio Plan did not materialize for a 
long time. 
During the same year, the Iowa State Legislature passed 
an act providing for the establishment of a state agricul-
tural college and far-m. At the same time, it appropriated for 
that purpose the proceeds of the sale of five sections of land 
that had been granted to the state by the Congress for the 
36 
purpose of erecting a capitol. The school was on the verge 
of failure for many years. 
Directly before the Civil War, Pennsylvania also gave 
evidence of interest in agricultural education. On April 13, 
1854, the legislature had incorporated "The Farmers" High 
37 
School for the State of Pennsylvania". The school was to be 
"an institution for the education of youth in the various 
branches of science, learning, and practical agriculture 
38 
as they are connected with each o ther." The Trustees con-
sidered many propositions concerning the location of the 
school. They finally accepted General Irvin's gift of 200 
acres of land in Centre County. The site is the present 
35 Ross, Democracy's College, op. cit., 35-36. 
36 Laws of Iowa, 1858, P• 1'/3. 
37 True, ot. cit., 68. 
38 Ibid., 8. 
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39 
location of Pennsylvania State College . 
In 1859 , the Board of Trustees elected Evan Pugh to be 
40 
president of the school . The first catalog was issued that 
year. In it the follmiiJing points are taken up: "the object 
of the Farmers' High School of Pennsylvania is to afford a 
system of instruction so extensive and thor ough as that of 
the usual courses in t he best co l l eges, but to differ from 
the latter in devoting no time to the study of the ancient 
languages, and in devoting a corresponding longer time to 
scientific instruction; most particularly is it desirable 
to develop and adopt a system of instruction which shall 
embrace to the fullest extent possible those departments 
of all sciences which have a practical or theoretical bear-
41 
ing upon agriculture and agricultural interests . " 
In 1862, President Pugh prepared a special circular for 
a committee of the Board of Trustees of the Farmers' High 
42 
School. In his pamphlet he presented the idea that the 
institution should be of g reater scope than a mere scientific 
43 
semin ary . It should also be regarded as "an experimental 
39 Wayland Fuller Dunaway , History of the Pennsylvania State 
College (Lancaster , 1946) , 22 ff . 
40 "Evan Pugh, A Biographical Sketch" , Contemporary American 
Biography (New York, 1903), III , 16 ff . 
41 Farmers' High School of Pa . Catalogue of the Officers and 
Students ••• for the Year 1859 (philadelphia, 1859) , 16 ff . 
42 Evan PUgh , A Report upon a Plan for the Organization of 
Colleges for Agriculture and the Mechanic Arts , wit& S!ecial 
Reference to the Organization of the Agric ultural Col ege 
of Pennsylvania . (Harrisburg , 1864), 24 ff . 
43 !bid. , 25 ff . 
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institution" , where agricultural science c ould be developed 
as a "means of protecting the industrial interests of the 
44 
State • •• • " Pugh's "ideal plan" also involved branch schools 
in each county, investigatio stations in every township, 
45 
and observers on every f~ • His main college was not only 
to train farmers and f armers 1 wives, but also research 
46 
specialists and teachers for the rural schools . Evan Pugh 
was also convinced that manual labor for student support was 
47 
wholly impracticable . 
The Morrill Act of 1862 was a turning ppint in the his-
tory of the Farmers' High School . Pennsylvania ' s acceptance 
of the land grant measure and the d esignation of this school 
as its beneficiary in that commonwealth "changed the status 
of t he institution by making it the State Colleg of 
Pennsylvania - a status which was confirmed by subsequent 
legislative acts and by decisions rendered by the Attorney 
General and the Courts of the Commonwealth . The Morrill Act 
not: only supplanted the original charter of the college and 
changed it into a state institution which the state pledged 
itself tm maintain, but broadened its scope tm include the 
29, This idea of Pugh's was 
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mechanic arts, the liberal arts, and military science and 
48 
tactics." Were it not for its variety of subject ·matter, the 
school would have failed during its infancy. 
In New York State before the founding of Cornell Univer-
sity, the "streams of influenec relating to higher education 
in agriculture "were distinctly divided into tviJO grou ps: (l.) 
the People's College and (2.) the New York State Agric ul-
49 
tural College." 
The Academy at Ovid, New York, must be considered the 
mother of the People's College. It was in 1852 that Amos 
Brown, an unknown but aggressive clergyman, arrived in the 
59 
town of Ovid to serve as principal of the failing sch ool. 
Brown persuaded the Trustees "to provide by subscription the 
salary of one teacher, who was to give instruction in the 
school of chemistry, agricultural chemistry, and botany, 
and was to deliver lectures on these kindred subjects, to 
Which the subscribers and their fanilies were tm be admitted 
51 
free of further: charge." " "lliam H. Brewer, who had spent 
two years in the Yale Scientific School, studying c hemistry, 
agriculture, and other sciences under Professors Silliman and 
52 
Norton", was given the position. Professor Brewer later 
48 ayland Fuller Dunaway, History of the Pennsylvania State 
College (Lancaster, 1946), 484. 
49 TrUe, o~. cit., 51. 
50 Ibid., 1-52. 
51 Ibid., 52. 
52 Ibid., 52. 
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commented on his popular lectures as follows: "Until we had 
suitable rooms in the academy itself, they were given in the 
courthouse, and that large hall was often filled and gener-
ally crowded. These lectures were an important factor in 
bringing the matter of scientific instruc tion for practical 
ends prominently before the people roundabout and was a 
sowing of seed for the growth of the future agricultural 
53 
co llege." In 1855, Mr. Brewer went to Europe to study. He 
understood that upon his return to America he would be 
"professor o:f agricultural chemistry11 a t the New York Agri-
54 
cultural College. 
Meanwhile, at Lockport, New York, a mrkman named Harr-
ison Howard was advocating a college :for the benefit of 
55 
mechanics. After considering many educational schemes, Mr. 
Howard drew up a plan to "establish mechanical schools for 
the promulgation of the economic arts similar to those of 
other professions, with t he exception of supporting the 
56 
institution with the labor of its students." Mr. Ho ward 
53 Ibid., 52. (Brewer's comment calls for much speculation. 
Were his lectures overwhelmingly popular? If so, did the 
people attend merely out of curiosity? If interest were so 
great in 1853 and 1854, why were agricultural education effort-
s so futile thereafter? Evidence reveals little active interest 
in formal learning among rural peoples elsewhere during those 
years.) 
54 Ibid., 53· 
55 Harrison Howard Papers at Cornell University Library. 
56 Harrison Howard, Sketch of the Or igin of the Mechanic's 
Mutual Protection Organization, and the Establishment of 
People's College. Prepared Januaryl, 1886. Manuscript in 
Cornell University Library. 
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placed his People's College Plan before the state organization 
of his Guild , The Mechanic's Mutual Protection, in 1849. He 
asserted that the "plan proposed to combine labor with study 
and improvement with manual skill and intellectual culture-
to have in time a mechanics' institute or seminary in every 
county or senate district, but in the first effort to 
establish one central or state college of pract~cal soienoe, 
wherein our youth, aspiring to efficiency and eminence in 
life as architects, eng ineers, or artisans of any sort, 
might receive a thorough mental and physical training, labor-
ing a part of the day and thus paying at first part and 
57 
afterward for a whole of subsistence and teaching." A 
charter was sought. Before it could be obtained, a fund of 
$100,000 had to be raised. Dollar subscriptions from each 
of the one hundred thousand mechanics in New York State 
58 
would solve the problem. 
The plan for a People's College attracted the attention 
of Horace Greeley, who, on May 11, 1850, ran an editorial in 
the Weekly Tribune concerning it • He said "the univ ersity 
shall embrace agriculture as well as mechanical instruction 
and the farmers should be invited to cooperate in founding 
57 Ibid. 
58 Harrison Howard, "Manuscripts and Documents Regarding 
Movement for People's College" (Cornell University Library), 
Movement for People's College" (Cornell University Library), 
I, 16 ff. 
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it . It should ••• be rendered in time the Model Farm of the 
59 
State • ••• " Seven years later, Mr. Greeley wrote to the 
secretary of the People's College Association: 
the captains of industry, who are to double our 
grain crops and teach us how to exterminate the 
devastating insects that rob the farmer of half 
his anticipated harvests are yet to be furnished . 
We need an education which will l'Vin the attention 
and aspirations of our enterprising youth from 
filibustering in Central America and plotting paper 
cities on the Yellow Stone to the fertilizing 
and beautifying the green hills and rural valleys 
that surround their childhood homes; we want, 
in short, a People's College . 60 
Mr. Howard and his colleagues agreed that farming 
could logically be as important as manual labor in terms 
of educational need . Horace Greeley thereupon decided to 
support the People's College Movement . He "became a member 
of the association formed to promote it, and later a trus-
6Ci 
tee of t h e college which grew put of the movement" . The 
People's College Association was created at Lockport, New 
62 
York, on August 15, 1851. A curriculum prospectus was drawn 
up. It was decided that the school was "to minister to the 
63 
educational needs of the \1\ihole people 11 • :Emphasis would 
59 New York Weekl~ Tribune, May 11, 1850. 
60 Harrison Howar Papers at Cornell (A newspaper clipping 
dated Nov. 4, 1857) . 
61 True, op. cit., 54 . 
62 Harrison Howard Papers at Coenell University Library. 
63 Ibid. 
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be placed upon "those sciences most ••• vitally essential to 
agric ulture and the useful arts •••• 11 Everyone would be requi-
red to spend a fewhours a day in productive labor. Agricul-
ture with the various branches of manufactures and the mech~ 
anic arts were to be systematically presented, and no 
student allowed to graduate without examination in agricul-
64 
ture or mechanic arts. In 1852, several resolutions reported 
by Greeley at a meeting in Rochester were approved. The edi-
tor of the New York Tribune th en said "it is eminently 
desirable that a People's College be established in this 
State subject to the c on trol of no sect or party, wherein 
productive labor shall be practically honored and inf lexibly 
65 
required of all." Me:anwhile, Mr. Holo.rclrd was made f'ield agent 
of the People's College Association. He called several meet-
ings throughout the state, Which were attended by prominent 
persons including Henry Ward Beecher, William H. Seward, and 
66 
Martin Van Buren. Some of these m en joined the Association. 
On April 12, 1853, the People's College Bill became a 
67 
law. The school was now at least a corporation on paper. 
64 Ibid. 
65 Ibid. 
66 New York Assembly Document Number 38, February 18, 1853· 
Reto rt of the Minority of the Committee on Agriculture on the 
Bi 1 to Inaugurate the People's College (Albany, 1853): New 
York Assemb , ly, Document Number 42. February 18, 1853· 
67 Report on the Committee o n A iculture on the bill to Inaug-
e e e s Co e S t e 
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The stock subscriptions sold very slowly. Finally, in 1856 
Charles Cook of Havana (now Montour Falls} in Schuyler 
84 
County offered to pay the deficit of $50,000. He promised to give 
his farm and more cash when needed. As a result of this mun-
68 
ificence, the sch ool was located at Havana, New York. 
While the People's College activity was taking place 
quite publicly, Rev. Amos Brown was privately endeavoring 
to keep Ovid Academy alive by means of state aid. On March 
31, 1856, Mr. Brown obtained from the legislature a promise 
of the state agricultural c ollege loan ~f $40,000, provided 
69 
an equal amount be ram~ed through the subscription method. 
It was agreed that the New York State Agricultural School 
mig ht have its location on a far m somewhere in Seneca 
County. It naturally would not be f ar from Ovid Academy. 
Mr, Brown raised $47,000 and the Trustees of the New York 
State Agricultural College located the school at Ovid • But 
the sad part of the story is that "Brown's opponents prevented 
68 Harrison Howard. "Manuscripts and llicuments Regarding 
Movement of Peo ple's College 11 (Cornell University Library} 
I, 26 ff. 
69 True, op. cit., 53 ("Brown did not believe that agricul-
tural colleges could succeed only because they were agricul-
tural colleges but that agricultural education must be only 
a part of a broad educational program. He claimed to have 
helped persuade Ezra Cornell that he should have found a 
uni v ersi ty rather than an agricultural college." - Walter 
Rogers, uThe People's College Movement in New York State", 
New York History (October, 1945), 434.) 
70 
his election to the presidency of the college . 11 
Amos Brown then began to take an interest in the Peo-
71 
ple's College. In August, 1857 , he was elected its president. 
The panic of that year "destroyed all hope of raising the 
necessary funds" for the People's College" by popular 
subscription" , but Mr. Brown was not discouraged. He learned 
in 1858 that Representative Justin s. Morrill of Vermont had 
a land grant bill befor e Congress that might save existing 
agricultural schools. Mr. Brown went to Washington to assist 
72 
Congressman Mo )rrill in the passage of the measure. President 
Buchanan's veto of the First Morrill Bill was merely another 
temporary set-back for the People's College of Montour Falls, 
7 3 
New York . 
On September 22, 1858 , the laying o f the cornerstone 
of the People ' s College was witnessed by more than eight 
74 
thousand people . President Amos Brow.n gave "a bried expos-
75 
ition of the plans and purposes of th e college" . There 
76 
were also addresses by Mark Hopkins and Horace Greeley . 
70 True, op . cit . , 53 · 
71 Harrison Howard. 11Man uscripts and D:>cuments Regarding 
Movement for People's College" (Cornell University Library), 
I, 19 f:f . 
72 A. C. True, op. cit., 56 . 
73 Ibid., 56 . 
74 People's College . Public Exercises of the Laying of the 
Cornerstone of t he People's College at Havana, New York, 
Thursday , Settember 2, A. D. 1858 (N.Y. , 1858), 33 f:f . 
75 Ibid • , 3 fi . 
76 I bid . , 38 f:f . 
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A little over two years later, the college opened with 
twenty seven men in attendance. Before the end of the 
fir st year, the Civil War had started. The institution 
77 
had to h e closed. Efforts to reopen it were rutile. 
Amos Brown's contribution to vocational education enti-
tles him to a high place in American history. Horace Mann 
once referred to him as "one of the best teachers and admin-
78 
istrators that New England has produced. 11 Mr. Brown was 11 a 
man at once visionary and practical, suavely persuasive and 
79 
irascible." It is said that in every instance Brown "built 
up the academies that he headed in a remarkable manner and 
80 
the inevitably quarreled with the trustees and resigned." 
And yet, of all the men who offered their time and services 
to Justin S. Morrill during the struggle for the land grant 
college bill, none deserves more credit than Amos Brown. 
He entered zealously upon the task of camvassing votes for 
agricultural colleges. He was an untiring worker. Undoubt-
edly, it was his hope to acquire an adequate share of the 
New York State benefits fo r his People's College. One cannot 
77 True, op. cit.,56. ~ 
78 Simon Henry Gage, The Relation of Ezra Cornell to the New 
York State A icultural Colle e at Ovid and the Peo le's 
Co ege at Havana I aca, 4 , • 
79 Walter Rogers, "The People's College Movement in New 
York State", New York History (October, 1945), 434-435· 
80 Ibid., 434• 
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blame him for that. Among those who attested to the indis-
pensability of Brown's services was Senator Wade who said 
on December 1, 1862: 
Great credit is due to the exertions of the 
Hon. Mr. Morrill of the House, for his unwearied 
labors in its behalf. Yet I always believed ••• 
that had it not been for the able, energetic, 
and unwearied exertions of the Rev. Amos Brown, 
President of the People's College, it ~~uld never 
have become a law •••• All these difficulties, 
however, were overcome by the intelligent and 
persevering labors of ~tr. Brown, whom I consider 
really the father of the measure, and whose advice 
I believe is entitled to more weight, in carry-
ing the law into execution than that of almost any 
other man. 81 
Representative Fessenden was no less definite in his 
judgment a few days later when he wrote: 
Mr. Brown ••• was not only father of the 
bill, but to his persistent, efficient, and 
untiring efforts, its success was mainly due. 
I have no hesitation in saying that but for 
him it would have failed •••• 
The significance of the People's College in the evol-
ution of the land grant college movement was in the formu-
lation of the most comprehensive plan for a technological 
school from the days of the Rensselaer foundation to the 
83 
enacting of the Morrill Act. 
81 Ross, Democracy's College, 194. (On another occasion, 
Senator Wade said: "The Agricultural College land bill 
never would have passed Congress in God Almighty's world, 
had it not been for the efforts of Rev. Amos Brown." -
Parker, op. cit., 263-264.) 
82 Ross, Democracy's College, 194. 
83 Ibid., 26. 
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Despite individual efforts and state-~~de agitation 
for farm schools, such institutions could not be made secure 
without federal aid. State legislatures were beginning to 
realize that fact. 
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CHAPTER VII 
PETITIONS FROM STATE LEGISLATURES ASKING FOR PUBLIC 
LANDS 
Every nineteenth century public school devoted wholly 
to agriculture showed little progress and eventually died. 
Even the state colleges of agriculture were on the verge of 
bankruptcy before 1860. What were they to do for funds? In 
conformity with tradition they looked for relief to the 
nation's capitol. From the beginning of the nineteenth cen-
tury to the coming of the Civil War, "Congress was besie-
1 
ged ••• for ••• special donationa.u The University of 
Vincennes in Indiana petitioned Congress in vain on Nov-
ember 20, 1807, for a tax on salt for the benefit of the 
2 
university. Five years later, Indiana Territory requested a 
grant of public lands for a "seminary of learning in the 
3 
district of Vincennes.u Representative Jolm Floyd of Virgin-
ia on December 7, 1818, introduced a resolution in Congress 
requesting an investigation of the expediency of granting 
to each state not over 100,000 acres of public land for the 
endowment of a university in each state. The request was 
4 
tabled. 
1 Ross, Democracy's College, 3· 
2 U. s. House Journal, 10 Cong., 1 Sess., 37, 83. 
3 Ibid., 12 Gong., 1 Sess., 69, 195. 
4 Ibid., 15 Cong., 2 Sess., 69, 195. 
89 
In 1819 Congress granted a township of public land to 
Connectic -ut for an asylum or seminary to educate the deaf 
5 
and dumb. Two years later, nine of the older states mem-
6 
orialized Congress for land grants for educational purposes. 
A petition was received in Congress on May 3, 1826, for a 
grant of lands to benefit a seminary of learning in the St. 
~ 
Helena District. Within twelve months after that, Congress 
made a d onation of lands to Kentucky for a seminary of learn-
S 
ing for the deaf and dumb. On December 11, 1827, Congress 
received a request for land for colleges in Ohio, which was 
9 
reported adversely t hree weeks later. 
Although requests for grants were denied in 1828 to 
Louisiana University, Brown University, Ripley University, 
Washington University, and Western University, a bill was 
10 
passed that year granting lands for a seminary in Alabama. 
On February 23, 1835, Congress granted land valued at 
$25 ,000 to Georgetown University in the District of Colum-
11 
bia. 
Evidence that the vocational educational movement reached 
Justin Morrill 's own state before the middle of the nine-
teenth century may be found in a report of the Committee on 
Education of the Legislature of Vermont issued in 1840. It 
5 James, op. cit., 15. 
6 Allan Nev1ns, Illinois (N.Y., 1918), 21. 
7 U.S. House Journal, 19 Gong., 1 Sess., 509. 
8 James, op. cit., 15. 
9 u. S. House Journal, 20 Gong., 1 Sess., pages 34, 246. 
10 Ibid., 20 Gong., 2 Sess., pages 188 and 386. 
11 Blackfuar, op. cit.,54 . 
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urged that the lawmakers should not be satisfied until they 
had provided means of instruction in all branches of science 
wh ich "may be desirable :for any class of the community; thus 
the mechanic and farmer need education in branches which are 
12 
immediately connected with their occupation.n 
The first state to send a petition to Congress asking 
specifically for a grant of land i n support of a definite 
state college of agric ulture was Michigan. The request was 
13 
made in 1850 for 350,000 acres. 
In 1852, Massachusetts asked that "a national agricul-
tural college" be established by means of a landed endowment, 
the institution to be "to the rural sciences what West Point 
Academy is to the military, for the purpose of educating 
14 
teachers and professors for service in all the states." 
The New York State Legislature the same year (1852) sent 
the following memorial to Congress asking that all the states 
be granted public lands for the purpose of education: 
Resolved ••• that the public land of the 
Federal Government having been obtained by grant 
from the individ ual states, or by conquest, or 
by purchase ••• the joint and common property of 
the states are held in trust by the general gov-
ernment ••• for the use and benefit of all the 
states •••• 
Resolved, that while we approve of the 
policy that has been adopted of liberal grants 
12 Kandel, o~. cit., 75-76. 
13 Laws of Michigan, 1850, page 462. 
14 Acts and Resolves of Massachusetts, 1852, page 285. 
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to the new states for the purpose of education 
and internal improvements we deem it just to 
the old states to share also in these grants 
of land for the same public purposes, and we 
claim for New York her just and rightful share 
of the domain acquired by the blood and treasure 
of all the states. 
Resolved, that in consideration of the grants 
made to the new States at the time of and since 
their admission to t he Union, and of the many 
applications for railroads and internal improvements 
that our Senators and Representatives be reques-
ted to urge upon that body the propriety of 
making grants of land u:pon some equal and just 
principle of appropr iation to all the states and 
for purposes of education and other public pur-
poses, having due regard to the grants already 
made and to the populations of the respective 
States. 15 
In 1853, the Illinois Legislature passed resolutions, 
in which the members of Congress from th at state, were 
instructed "to use their best exertions to procure the 
passage by Congress of a law donating to each state of the 
Union an amount of pub lie land not less in value than $500, 
000 for the liberal endowment of a system of Industrial 
Universities, one in each state". Copies of the resolutions 
were sent to the governor and legislature of each of the 
other states. They were all invited to cooperate in promo-
16 
ting the enterprise. 
15 New York Senate Journal, 1852, page 417. (New York 
legislative leaders apparently thought that their state 
could make this proposal with especial propriety, since 
the Empire State was the first to cede its western lands to 
the Federal Government after the Revolution. They obviously 
considered t hat they had a plausible claim to a large area 
of the Ohio Valley. Here is an example of an eastern state 
jealous of lands going to new states of the West. Justin s. 
Morrill's entire political philosophy rested on these 
premises of sectionalism.) 
16 Illinois House Journal, 1853, page 416. 
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In 1858 the Michigan State Legislature sent a second 
memorial to Congress praying ~or a land grant to support 
17 
her agricultural college. That same year Iowa and New York 
sent similar petitions to Congress. Iowa wanted agricultural 
18 
colleges and scientific research. The New York State Legis-
lature significantly instructed its members in Congress not 
to vote "for any further applications of lands to the newer 
states until just provisions be made by Which the original 
19 
states ahsll receive their equitable proportion of said lands." 
These petitions of the state legislatures to Congress 
were generally referred to the committees on public lands 
or else ordered to lie on the table and be printed. Although 
no immediate action resulted from these communications, 
nevertheless, they were indicative of a pressure group 
which appeared to be gro,~g in power, and whose purpose 
was to get federal land grants into the hands of the states 
for the avowed purpose of establishing agricultural schools. 
There probably was a sincere motive in the minds of 
agricultural reformers for the setting up of a practical 
educational system. Petitions for public lands obviously 
were their instruments toward this aim. But, on the other 
17 Laws of Michigan, 1858, page 194. 
18 Iowa Senate Journal, 1858, page 348. 
19 Paul Gates, Indiana Magazine of History, 
(This is the significant East-West attitUde 
throughout the entire period.) 
XXXVIII, 118. 
which prevailed 
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hand, scores of people in many states were using agricultural 
colleges as a pretext for obtaining personal wealth. This 
seemed to be their best opportunity of receiving an endow-
ment of public lands at a time 1~en the Federal Government 
20 
was rapidly disposing of the western domain . What did 
Justin Morrill think about these developments? His political 
career should enlighten us as to this problem . 
20 Hibbard, op cit., 328. 
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CHAPTER VIII 
THE EMERGENCE OF JUSTIN S. MORRILL 
The preceding chapters have d etailed the long history 
of the struggle for agricultural education: how certain men 
of vision sought to establish farm schools, how very slowly 
agricultural education developed during the first half of 
the nineteenth century, how several agricultural colleges 
were proposed and how some were created immediately before 
the outbreak of the Civil ar, how various men had drawn 
up petitions to Congress for educational assistance, how the 
ef feet of these memorials was negligible. What had been sought 
in vain for many years was ultimately accomplished by a 
member of Congress from Vermont, Justin s. Morrill. His life 
demonstrates the fact that politics is often the key to 
reform. Educators, economists, agric ulturists, theorists of 
democracy have written to champion the cause of American 
1 
ag ricultural education. Their efforts are extremely important 
in providing the necessary facts; but without the brilliant 
politics of Justin s. Morrill , Congress would not have passed 
the Land Grant College Act of 1862. 
1 In education there are True and Shepardson; in economic 
history there are Hibbard and Robbins; in agriculture 
there are Gray, Falconer and Bidwell; in the field of social 
trend s manifested in agricultural education the best example 
is Earle D. Ross. 
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Since every land-grant college bill from 1858 through 
1890 was to bear the name of Morrill, it is fitting that 
considerable space be given to his life and career . He was 
born at Strafford , Vermont , April 14 , 1810, the eldest son 
2 
of Nathaniel and Mary Hunt Morrill . His father was a maker 
of farm implements who, li ke many mechanics of his day , also 
3 
owned and operated a farm . There as he later recalled , 
young Justin helped his mother by churning, thereby doubtless 
acquiring the foundation of the perseverance which enabled 
him to secure passage of several items of difficult legis-
lation . 
Strafford was a village of about twenty house s . For the 
education of youth it had only a small schoolhouse . After 
Justin had completed the elementary course there , he went 
4 
one term to Randolph Acad emy. At the age of fifteen, after 
accepting the advice of the leading citizen of Strafford, 
Jedekiah H. Harris , the lad decided to become a businessman. 
He was told that in this way he could be "more sure of an 
5 
independence" . Justin worked for six weeks in the store of 
Royal Hatch at Strafford. Then he went to work for Judge 
Harris who paid him $45 for the first year and $75 for the 
second. At eighteen years of age, Justin went to Portland, 
2 William B. Parker , The Life and Public Services of Justin 
Smith Morrill (Boston, 1924), 1-2 . 
3 True , op . c1t ., 95 . 
4 Dictionary of American Biography, XIII , 198- 199 . 
5 TrUe , op . cit ., 95 . 
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, 
Maine to work for a relative. After two years o£ business 
experience there, the young man returned to Stra££ord, Vermont, 
6 
where he was engaged to sell out the stock o£ a store. 
In 1834, Mr. Morrill accepted a proposition made by Judge 
Harris and became his partner. Their business expanded 
until they had £ our stores, one o£ them eighty miles away 
at Derby Line, on the Canadian border. By 1848, the Morrill 
business undertakings had proved so successful that Justin 
7 
v~s able to retire, and to settle down on a small £arm. 
During the year of his retirement, Mr. Morrill was 
invited to become a trustee of Norwich University. He dec-
lined the proffered honor, but his remarks at the time are 
worthy o£ consideration. He said that he liked the ideas 
of Norwich. He rejoiced to see technical-military institu-
tions coming into their own. Such schools were to him "the 
only hope o£ carrying out some r adical improvements in the 
8 
system o£ education." He £elt that "as Americans" we might 
• • • 
well "lop off a po rtion o£ the studies established centuries 
ago as the mark o£ European scholarship and replace the 
vacancy - if it is a vacancy - by those of a less antique 
9 
and more practical value." 
6 Ibid., 95. 
7 Ibid., 95. 
8 Ira Davis to Morrill, Nov.9, Dec. 22, 1848; Morrill to 
Davis, Dec . 8, 1848; Morr ill Papers (Also quoted in Earle 
D. Ross, Democracy's College, (Ames, 1942), 48. 
9 Ibid. 
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MeanWhile, Justin Smith Morrill took another cue from 
his friend, Judge Harris, who was much interested in politics. 
As early as 1844, Morrill had been chairman of the Orange 
County Whig Committee. In 1848, he had become a member of the 
10 
state committee of th at party. Four years later, he was a 
delegate from Vermont to the National '~g Convention at 
Baltimore. In 1854, by a plurality of only fifty-nine votes 
Mr. Morrill was elected to Congress as an anti-slavery Whig. 
With the formation of the Republican Party in 1854-1855, he 
11 
was in its Vermont ranks from the beginning. 
Not only was he much absorbed in politics during his 
entire life, but he always stated that he was a great believer 
in agricultural progress. In 1856, Mr. Morrill was a d elegate 
from his county farm organization to the annual meeting of 
the United States Agricultural So ciety. That organization 
had been established in 1852 for the purpose of promoting 
the best interests of agriculture with headquarters in the 
12 
Smithsonian Institution at Washington. 
In the Federal House of Representatives, Mr. Morrill 
13 
~as at first a stanch abolitionist. Gradually he came to 
sound "a temperate and conciliatory note on the great question 
14 
of slavery." He was first a member of the Committee on 
10 True, op. cit., 95. 
11 Ibid., 95. 
12 Lyman Carrier "The United States Agricultural So ciety, 
1852-1860 11 , Agricultural History, XI, 278-288. 
13 'Dictionary of American Biography , XIII, 198. 
14 Ibid., 198. 
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15 
Territories, later of the Committee on Agriculture. In 1858, 
he became a member of the Ways and Means Committee. Though 
he had previously declined the chairmanship of that power-
ful group in favor of Thaddeus Stevens, he was raised to 
that position in 1865. It was as member and chairman of the 
Ways and .Means Committee that Mr. Morrill did his most 
consistent ~~rk. Problems of tariff and f inance were to 
challenge his ability for the next thirty years. In 1861, 
he wrote a bill providing for the payment of outstanding 
treasury notes, author izing a loan and revising the tariff. 
This legislation is kno~~ in hist ory as the Morrill Tariff 
16 
of 1861. The bill as o riginally drawn "was intended to be a 
revenue as well as a protective measure, but amendments 
17 
mad e it more strongly pr _ _. otectionist than he had desired." 
His greatest talents were in finance. In 1862, in an 
attack on the legal tender bill, he stated that cheap money 
and inflation cannot be contr olled. During the Civil War, he 
prepared a series of internal revenue bills. He was also the 
champion of econom y in the House of Representatives. After 
the war was over, he became an "inflexible ad11ocate of a 
18 
speedy return to specie payments. 11 Years later, President 
Hayes off ered him the position of Secretary of the Treasury, 
15 Ibid • , 198. 
16 Ida M. Tarbell, 11 Th e Tariff of OUr Times", American 
Magazine , December, 1906, 116-132. 
17 Dictionary of American Biography, XIII, 198. 
18 Ibid., 198. 
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but he declined the honor. During Cleveland's administrations 
19 
Mr. Morrill attacked free silver as an evil heresy. 
In 1866, Justin s. Morrill was elected United States 
Senator from Vermont. He served in that capacity until his 
20 
death in 1898. As chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Finance, he was the author of the Tariff Bill of 1883 . 
Since his tariff vie\~ had become colored by a traditional 
distrust of Great Br itain, he never mastered the principles 
of international trade. But 11 as a concientious and not 
uncompromising protectionist he remained throughout his 
21 
career influential in tariff legislation." 
As a member and afterwards chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Buildings and Grounds, Mr. Morrill recommended 
"terraces", "fountains", and "gardens" for the National 
22 
Capitol. His greatest civic suggestions concerned the 
23 
ashington Monument and the Library of Congress. 
Mr. Morrill was a prolific writer. He delivered over 
one hundred prepared speeches in the national legislature. 
Through resolutions, petitions, mot ions, and memorials 
his name appears in t h e official journals hundreds of 
24 
times. Besides his speeches, he was also the author of 
25 
at least one book. 
19 Ibid., 199. 
20 TrUe, op. cit., 96. 
21 Dictionary of American Biography, XIII, 198-199 
22 Ibid., XIII, 198-le9. 
23 Ibid., XIII, 198-199 . 
24 True, op. cit., 97. 
25 Morrill, Self-Consciousness of Noted Persons , (N.Y., 1882). 
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Greatness is never ac hieved individually. There is a 
factor in Morrill's career that is often overlooked. And that 
is his marriage in 1851 to Ruth Barrell Swan, daughter of Dr. 
26 
Caleb Swan of Easton, Massachusetts. Not only ~~s Mrs. Morr-
ill a good wife, a model mother of two sons; she was also a 
scholar in every sense of the word. 
Mr. Morrill had experienced a practical education. Dur-
ing his successfUl boyhood , mechanic arts had combined with 
agricultU-re. His business experiences were unquestiona~y 
a valuable asset. The inspiration of a good wife lVtaS essential 
to him. All of these items played a large part in the land 
grant college bills of 1858, 1862, and 1890. And yet, the 
success of those measures can be attributed to one charact-
eristic - personality. 
In the development of agricultural education, scholars 
have stressed the concepts o:f "education", "agriculture", 
"economicsu, and "demo cracy". But a carefUl study of the 
motiv es and actions of Justin Smith Morrill shows that poli-
tical sectionalism was t he real driving force behind the 
trend. In the Dictionary o f Amer ican Biography the follol~ 
in:f i"tiems are used to describe him: 11 sound reasoning", "clear 
apprehension 11 , "faithful labor", 11 temporate 11 , "courteous", 
"urbanity", "charm", "modesty", "culture","great love of 
26 True, op. cit., 97. 
101 
country" , "Nestor of the Senate'' , "grand old man of the 
Republican Party" , "Gladstone of America" , "skilful legis-
27 , 
lator" . Certainly, these are adjectives more descriptive 
of a consummate politician than of a dreaming idealist . 
Morrill, the skillful Vermont legislatmr, in the spirit 
of conciliation would make possible what sc ores of agricul-
tural experts had failed to do in the trend of land grant 
college legislation. 
21 Dictionary of American Biography, XIII, 199 . 
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CHAPTER IX 
THE IMMEDIATE BACKGROUND OF THE FIRST MORRILL LAlill 
GRANT COLLEGE BILL 
During the first session of the thirty-fourth Congress, 
on February 28, 1856, Mr . Morrill introduced the following 
resolution in the Federal House of Representatives: 
That the Committee on Agriculture be, ••• 
requested to inquire into th e expediency of 
establishing ••• one or more national agricul-
tural schools upon the basis of the U. S. Naval 
and Military schools, in order that one scholar 
from each congressional district and two from 
each State at large, may receive a scientific 
and practical education at public expense. 
The resolution was objected to by Representative Keitt 
2 
of South Carolina and was not received . 
1 
MeanWhile , several plans for national agricultural schools 
had been worked out. The greatest of such plans were those 
drawn up by Jonathan Baldwin Turner, the leading advocate of 
3 
rural industrial education of the pre-Civil War era . As 
early as 1833, Turner had become interested in the education 
1 Cong. Globe, 34 Cong ., 1 Sess., 530 . 
2 TrUe, op. cit., 97. (Representative Keitt symbolizes the 
position of the South on all bills suggesting reform during 
this period. The South did not dare to allow any national 
reform measure, because the slightest change might in some 
way suggest the end of the slaver y system . Lawrence Massillon 
Keitt was truly a son of the South from the beginning of his 
life to the day he died, a brigadier general in the Confeder-
ate Army at Cold Harbor in 1864 . ) 
3 Mary Turner Carriel, The Life of Jonathan B aldwin Turner 
(Jacksonville, Illinois, 1911), 142 ff. 
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of the masses. He covered literally the entire state of 
4 
Illinois to awaken interest in education. Professor Turner 
found tim e in those days to write upon such subjects as 
microscopic 1nsects, rotation of crops and analysis o f soils. 
He also wrote hundreds of articles on philosophical and 
industrial subjects. But his greatest interest was the 
5 
welfare of the people. 
In attitude and method of appeal Professor Turner was 
typical of the reforming-agitator type of the Middle Period. 
A native of• Massachusetts, he was a graduate of Yale and for 
6 
many years a professor at Illinois College. In his non-
agenarian career his crusades embraced nearly all the new 
movements of his era: anti-Mormonism, psychiatry, mesmerism, 
s~iritualism, Biblical criticism, monetary reform, inland 
~~terways, land speculation, anti-monopoly, mechanical 
invention, horticulture, entomology, agronomy, as well as 
7 
educational extension and reorganization. 
In 1851, after a long and arduous struggle to raise 
the standards of the Illinois farming population, Professor 
Turner conceived and organized a complete educational plan 
for the people of the United States, a "Theoretical System 
4 Ibid., 84. 
5 Eugene Davenport, "History of Collegiate Education in 
Agriculture", Soc. Prom. Agr. Sc. Proc. XXVIII (1907}, 43 ff. 
6 True, op. cit.,83-84. (At Yale, Turner studied under 
John P, Norton , the first real professor of agricultural 
science in America.) 
7 Ross, op. cit., 37 -38. 
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of industrial education supported by an ideology which 
apparently radiates from Rousseau, but emerges directly 
8 
from an intensely democratic nineteenth century mind • 11 
Turner's major premise was that society consists of two 
9 
classes, the professional and the industrial. It is the right 
of the second class, he argued, to have the same opportunity 
for cultur al development that society has supplied the first 
class. According to him, the professional group not only 
has institutions, professors, appliances, but also "a vast 
and voluminous literature that would well nigh sink a whole 
10 
navy of ships." Professor Turner contended that the indus-
trial classes do not vrcmt to embark in a canoe hauled up 
alongside the educational ship provided for the professional 
class. They desire a ship of their own under a sympathetic 
captain and crew. Given proper training in the sciemce and 
art of their natural pursuits, and equipped with a literat-
ure to sustain the needs of vocational students, the indus-
trial classes would be able to attain to the 11 plane of 
culture that has long be en the monopoly of the professional 
11 
clas s es." 
Any education is best secured in connection with the 
practical pursuits of life, provided that basic principles 
8 Joseph Schafer The Social History of American Agriculture 
(N.Y., 1936), 150. 
9 u. S. Patent Office Annual Reto rt "Agriculture" (Wash -
ington, 1851) also New York Tri une , September 4, 1852. 
10 Jonathan B. Tu.nler, "A Plan for an Industrial University" 
The Origin of the Land Grant Act of 1862 (Urbana, 1910),68. 
11 !bid.' 68 ff. 
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are understood. Turner was convinced that even the pro~ess-
ional class gains cultural distinction, not in college, but 
a~terwards through contact with practical problems . He said: 
What we want ~rom schools is to tecah men • •• 
to d erive their mental and moral strength ~rom 
their own pursuits ••• We wish to teach them to 
read books that they may better • • • understand • • • 
nature •••• 
I have not ~orgotten that our c ommon schools 
are equally adapted • •• to all classes; but reading , 
writing, etc . , are properly no more education than 
timber navigation . They are mere rudiments •• • • , 
the mere instr ument o ~ an ~ter education, and i~ 
not so used they are •• • of little more use to the 
possessor than an ax in the garret or a ship 
rotting upon the stocks . 12 
But where are the universities, the apparatus, 
the pro~essors , and the literature specifically 
adapted to any of the industrial classes? 
Echo answers , where? In other words, society has 
become, long since , wise enough to know that its 
teachers need to be educated; b_ut it has not yet 
become wise enough to know that its workers need 
education just as much . 13 
Turner thought that there should be a central directing 
organization at Washington , D. O. , centered about the Smith-
sonian Institution, with a network of schools about the 
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country . He would set up "a university ~or the industrial class-
es in each of the states, with their consequent subordinate 
institutions, lyceums, high schools in each of the co unties 
14 
and towns . " OroV'.ning the system he v..ould have an industrial 
12 Ibid . , 67 ff . 
13 Ibid ., 66 ff . (Al so u. s . Ft. Office Report , 1851 , II , 
"Agriculture" , 37-44 . ) 
14 Ibid . , 69 . 
university with specially trained professors, specialized 
library, laboratories for conducting experiments in all the 
relevant scientific fields , and a model farm to demonstrate 
the adv antages of scientif ic husbandry to farmers and to 
the community as a 1hole . Commencement exercises should be, 
Professor Turner thought , in the nature of an annual fair, 
lasting several days . Here agricultural produce from all 
parts of the state would be exhibited, and prizes awarded for 
15 
the best specimens of every sort . As Carl Becker aptly 
describes it , "with an Arcadian simplicity the spirit of the 
ancient Olympian games would be reborn in the Illinois 
16 
cornfields . " 
The financial support for Turner ' s industrial university 
system was to come from "a fund given to the State by the 
17 
General Government" . In 1852, Turner proposed a grant of 
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pub_lic lands by Congress for each state for the establishment 
18 
of industrial universities . During the next two years, three 
conventions were held to promote the adoption of Turner ' s 
plan . Memorials were presented to the Illinois legislature 
suggesting that an appeal be made to Congress "for an 
appropriation of pub lie lands for each state in the Union 
15 Ibid . , 74 . 
16 Carl Becker, Cornell University : Founders and FOunding 
(Ithaca, 1943) , 27- 28 . 
17 True, op . cit . , 87 . 
18 Prairie Farmer , March , 1852 . 
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for the appropriate endowment of universities for the liberal 
19 
education of the industrial classes in their several pursuits." 
Carried to its log ical cone lusion, Turner's plan would 
have abolished the so-called "common man" by giving him 
scientific education and the ability to gain the culture 
appropriate to it . He created the institutional basis for 
20 
the beginning of a system of industrial education. 
In 1853, the Illinois legislature adopted a set of 
resolutions drawn up by an organization created by Turner 
21 
and his friends . These Industrial League Resolutions were 
presented to Congress the following year as follows: 
Whereas, the spirit and progress of this 
age and country demand the culture of the high-
est order of science; and will not continue to 
increase without calling into requisition all the 
elements of internal thrift arising from the 
labors of the farmer, the mechanic, and the 
manufacturer, by every fostering effort within 
reach of the government; and Whereas, a system 
of Industrial Universities, liberally endowed 
in each State of the Union • •• would develop 
a more liberal and practical education, among 
the people, tend to intellectualize the rising 
generation and eminently conduc e to the virtues, 
intelligence, and true virtue, intelligence and 
true glory of our common countr y; therefore be it 
resolved, by the House of Representatives,the 
Senate concurring herein, That our ••• Congress be 
instructed • •• to use their best exertions to secure 
the passage of a law ••• donating to each State of 
the Union an amount of public lands not less in 
19 True, op . cit., 87 . 
20 Schafer, op . cit . , 152 . 
21 Ross, Democracy ' s College , op. cit., 42. 
value than five hundred tho usand dollars, for 
the liberal endowment of a system of industrial 
universities, one in each State in the Union, 
to cooperate with each other, and with the 
Smithson2an Institution in Washington, for the 
more liberal and practical education of the 
industrial classes •••• 
Resolved, that the Governor is hereby 
authorized to forward a copy of the foregoing 
resolutions to our Senators and Representatives 
in Congress, and to the Executive and Legislative 
of each of our sister States, inviting them to coop-
erate with us in this meritorious enterprise. 22 
The Illinois Resolutions were presented in the Fed-
eral House of Representatives on March 20, 1854, and in the 
23 
United States Senate a few days later. While Professor 
Turner and the Industrial League were endeavoring to 
facilitate their projects in Illinois, Horace Greeley was 
tryin g to interest the people of the entire nation in 
nEducation for the People". He editorialized: 
Here is the principle contended for by the 
friends of practical education ••• with a plan for 
its immediate realization. And it is worthy of 
note, that one of the most extensive of public 
land(or new) States proposes a magnificent 
donation of public lands to each of the States, 
in furtherance of the idea. Whether that precise 
form of aid to the project is most ••• effective, 
we will not here c onsider. Suffice it that the 
legislature of Illinois has taken a notable step 
f or~ard, in a most liberal and patriotic spirit, 
for which its members will be heartily thanked 
by thousands throughout the Union. We feel that 
this step has materially hastened the c oming of 
scientific ••• education for all who ••• are will-
ing to work for it • It can not come tooo soon. 24 
22 Carriel, op. cit., 121-128. 
23 Cong. Globe, 33 Cong., 1 Sess., 678. 
24 New York Tribune, February 26, 1853· 
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Professo~ Turner also had friends in Congress . On April 
14, 1854, after Representative Yates had asked him to propose 
a bill embodying his plan, Turner drafted his industrial 
universities bill for Congress and forwarded it . The measure 
was withheld during the administration of President Pierce 
by reason of the Chief Executive ' s kno~n hostility to land 
25 
appropriations for state institutions . 
During the Buchanan administration, a renewed effort was 
made to expedite the Turner Bill . On October 7, 1857, the 
Illinois professor wrote to Senator Lyman Trumbull that "in 
conversation with Senator fuuglas • •• the other day he exp-
ressed his opinion that such a grant could be obtained at the 
26 
next session . 11 
Twelve days later Senator Trumbull wrote to Professor 
Turner as follows : 
Since the receipt of your letter I have 
reread the pamphlet in regard toindustrial 
universities . The idea is a grand one, if it 
could be carried out and made practical . I 
thought I saw in the last Congress an opposition 
springing up against any further grants of land 
in the states , but perhaps it was confined to 
those made to the new states, and your · project 
contemplating a grant to all the states might 
meet with more favor . Several large grants were 
25 Ross, Democracy ' s College, op . cit ., 43 · (Representatives 
Yates and Washburn, not only brought Turner ' s plan to the 
attention of their fellow Congressmen; they also informed 
the Patent Office and the United States Agricultural Society 
of their interest in the plan . ) 
26 True , op . cit. , 93 . 
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made last year, but it was done grudgingly. 
For my own part, I have been favorable to an 
early disposition of the public lands by the 
General Government, and if th ey could only be 
secured by actual settlers, I would be glad to 
see it divested at once of this great source 
of patronage and corruption. If some of the old 
States would take hold of the matter, I think 
it not unlikely that a grant of lands might be 
obtained from Congress; but coming from the new 
States, which have already obtained such large 
grants for schools and other purposes it would 
be likely to meet with less favor. 27 
Hence, in reply to Professor Turner's request that 
an industrial university bill be passed, Senator Trumbull 
agreed to support such a measure. His only comment concern-
ing the idea was that it "is a grand one, if it could only 
be carried out and made practical". Turner's plans were 
tremendous, his schemes were extremely comprehensive; but 
Trumbull failed to notice their cultural purposee. A 
th orough study of t h e Trumbull Papers in the Library of 
Congress fails to reveal any formal agricultural educational 
interest among the actual settlers of his district; but his 
constituents wrote thousands of letters showing personal 
concern for liberty, farm prices, and political favors. 
Within two months of the time wh en Trumbull wrote this letter 
to Turner, the two Illinois Senators received the following 
letter from one of their constituents: 
27 Carriel, op. cit., 17-24. 
lll 
Gentelmen (sic) I am • •• a Farmer, have been 
a mechanic, and a teacher, and being blessed \vith 
seven Sons and one Daughter, their thorough educa-
tion, is to me a matter of great consequence, and 
I would highly appreciate any favors in the way of 
Public Documents, Patent Office Reports , Agricul-
tural, Mechanical, Educational, Commercial, Scien-
tific (sic) etc. for the past, present, or future 
years, my Children, are Lovers of Reading, I feel 
th at our Library should be well Stored, that we 
may obtain Knowledge . 
Fraternally yours 
for Freedom and Justice 
Wm . L. Stockton 
Near Oquawka, Ills . 28 
Here was a farmer, a former mechanic and former school-
teacher, a father of eight children, vitally interested in 
education, the only man to mention that subjec~ to Senator 
Trumbull in 1857 during a critical stage in prospective 
land -grant legislation for farm schools , and he asked 
merely for free literature. He suggested nothing concerning 
Turner's nor any other school project for formal agricul-
tural education. 
Contemporary interest in 1857 was in land, not in 
education. Trum bull spoke of oppo sition to grants of land. 
He hoped to dispuse of the lands to actual settlers. The 
emphasis was on land grants , not on schools . The Illinois 
Senator wou1.d have "some of the old States take hold of the 
matter . " 
28 Stockton to Douglas and Trumbull, nee. 23, 1857. 
Trumbull Papers . 
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Because of Representative Justin Smith Morrill of the 11 old 
state" of Vermont introducing a land grant college bill into 
the House within two months after the Trumbull letter was 
written, many historians have assumed that Turner had 
automatically carried out Trumbull ' s advice, and that P~ . 
Morrill was Professor Turner ' s errand boy in Congress . The 
evidence indicates that Morrill's bill had nothing what-
soev er to do '~th TUrner's industrial university plans , 
and that the matter of dates is purely coincidental . 
Mr. Morrill probably knew of scores of land grant 
c ollege proposals. Among the b est known ideas on the subject 
29 
were those of Captain Alden Partridge of Norwich University. 
Mr . Morrill's home was at Strafford, Vermont, about twelve 
miles from Norwich. Morrill ' s partner in business from 
1831 to 1855 was Jedekiah Hyde Harris . He was one of the 
incorporators with Captain Partridge of Norwich University 
in 1834 and was a trustee until his death in 1855 · Morrill, 
himself, had d eclined an opportunity to serve Norwich 
University as a trustee . All of these facts mad e it quite 
possible that Morrill was intimately acquainted w.ith the 
affairs of that school an d with the views of .Captain 
30 
Partridge on education. It may be that importance should 
29 House ~ort #69 (1841) 26 Cong., 2 Sess . , 14 ff . 
30 A. C. e , op . cit., 82 . 
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be attached to the statement of Representative Charles 
Plumley that nAl den Partridge used to visit Justin Morrill 
when on his tramps and hiking expeditions and discussed 
with him his educational theories . There are many people 
now living who believe that the land-grant colleges have 
Alden Partridge to thank for having inspired Justin s . 
31 
Morrill" . A thorough examination of both the Partridge 
Memorial to Congress in 1841 and the Morrill Bill of 1857-
1858 reveals many similiarities; but, on the other hand, other 
land grant proposals of the period bear close resemblances 
to the ideas of Mr • Mor r ill . 
It is evident that through the efforts of many pioneers 
the agricultural and ind ustrial college movement was init-
iated. It was a well- advertised project when the Vermont 
Representative introduced his first land grant bill into 
32 
Congress . During the eighteen forties and eighteen fifties, 
at least a dozen states, as widely separated as 
California and New York, sought land grants for schools from 
33 
Congress . By 1857, more t~an sixty million acres of public 
lands had already been set aside for the support of the 
31 Ibid., 82- 83 (Charles Plumley is a former President 
of Norwich University . ) 
32 Ibid., 83 . 
33 Ibid. , 83 . 
34 Ross, Father of the Land Grant College, op . cit . , 169 . 
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common schools ; and four million acres of public lands had 
already been granted to fifteen states for the endo\~ent 
35 
of state universities . 
The directing centers of the land grant movement 
36 
were the agricultural societies and the leaders in science . 
These people developed ideas and provided the necessary 
motivation . The agricultural college campaign would grow 
only in proportion as men of culture extended their 
influence . Success would arrive when there came together 
in unity the social reformer \~th his zeal for improvement , 
the scientist with his need ed information , the teacher with 
his interpretive po ~rs, and the politician with his ingen-
uity for new legislation . 
35 Becker, ot. cit . , 25 . 
36 Ross, Fat er of the Land Grant College, oE • cit . , 159 . 
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CHAPTER X 
THE FIRST MORRILL BILL 
Justin Morrill saw f it in his analysis of the origins 
of the land grant college legislation to ignore the exper-
imenting and planning of educators and reformers . He consis-
tently attributed the ultimate source of inspiration to his 
1 
own experience and cogitation . mhether this was due to his 
owerweening jealousy for a favor ite accomplishment or to a 
disproportionate sense of originality which a self- taught 
person tends to give to his own ideas or to the fact that 
he was never exactly sure concerning his motives or to a 
mixture of unexplainab le consid erations does not appear . 
Sometime during th eighteen seventies Morrill wrote as 
follows : 
The idea of obtaining a land grant for the 
foundation of colleges I think I had formed 
as early as 1856 . I remember to have broached 
the subject to Hon . illiam Hebard , t he former 
member of Congress from the 2nd District , and 
he ob served that such a measure \~uld be all 
very well , but that of course I could not expect 
it to pass . 1'ihere I obtained the first hint of 
such a mea sure , I am wholly unable to say. If 
the purpose was not suggested by the well -known 
fact of the existence of Agricultural Scgools 
in Europe it was supported by this fact and 
especially by constant reflexion •••• 
1 A. c. True, op . cit ., 98 . 
2 Morrill Papers (No exact date . ) (It must always be kept 
in mind that th ese reflections were rationalizations 
\~itten at least ten years after the )assage of the First 
Morr ill Act . Nowhere can one find evidence of Morrill ' s 
specific educational philosophy before 1862 . ) 
- ---- - -----------
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Although he claimed almost exclusive credit for the 
ultimate Land Grant College·Act which was to bear his name, 
Justin s. Morrill acknowledged in a general way that certain 
conditions were bad and should be rectified . He said : 
First, that the public lands of most value 
were being rapidly di ssipated by d onations to 
merely local and private objects, where one state 
alone might be benefitted at the expense of the 
property of the Union . 
Second , that the very ch eapness of our public 
lands, system of bad farming, or strip and waste 
of the soil , by encouraging short occupancy and 
a speedy search for new homes , entailing upon 
the first and older settlements , a rapid deter-
ioration of the soil , which would not be likely 
to be arrested except by more thorough and 
scientific knowledge of agriculture and by a 
higher education of those who were devoted 
to its pursuit . 
Third , being myself the so n of a hard-
handed blacksmith , the most truly honest man 
I ever knew , who felt his own deprivation of 
soh ools (never having spent but six weeks 
inside a school house) , I could not over-
look mechanics in an y measure intanded to 
aid the industrial classes in the procure-
ment of an education that might exalt their 
usefUlness . 
Four th, that most of the existing coll-
egiate institutions ••• were based upon the 
classic plan of teaching only those prof-
essions, leaving farmers and mechanics and 
all those who must win their br ead by labor , 
to the haphazard of being self-taught or 
not scientifically taught at all, and rest-
ricting the number of those who might be 
supposed to be qualified to fill places of 
higher consideration in private or public 
employments to the limited number of the 
graduates of the literary institutions . The 
thoroughly educated, being most sure to educ -
ate their sons, appeared to be perpetuating 
a monopoly of education inconsistent with the 
welfare and complete prosperity of American 
institutions . 
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Fi£th, that it was apparent, while some 
localities were possessed o£ abundant instrum-
entalities £or education, both common and higher, 
many o£ the States were de£icient and likely to 
remain so unless aided by the common £ und o£ the 
proceeds of t he public lands, which were held for 
this pur pose more than any other. 
Upon these points and some others I had medi-
tated long and had devled in more or less statis-
tical information, convincing to myself but not the 
most attractive for a public speech , as I have often 
found such data, indispensable as it is to the 
basis of most of our legislative measures, less 
welcome than ev en very cheap rhetoric, interesting 
to few and entertaining to none. Discreet legisla-
tors cannot get on without reliable facts. 
Certainly I was not clear that I could succeed 
in carrying through Congress the College Land Bill, 
but I had nearly determined to attempt it, and, 
like a young lover af ter the engage~ ent, I sought 
the advice of some of the old members of the House 
and Senate, who almost uniformly said: 11 you can try, 
but of course it is of no use." This would have 
killed the project mf they had not in many inst-
ances immediately added, 11 It would be a grand 
measure, however, and so far as my vote is con-
cerned you shall,have it ." 3 
Mr. Morrill introduced his first land grant College 
Bill into the Feder al House of Representatives on December 14, 
4 
1847. It was tlb be an "act donating public lands to the sever-
al states and Territories which may provide colleges for the 
5 
benefit of agr iculture and the mechanic arts". The o bject 
of the measure as to be "the endoV'®ent, support, and main-
tainance of at least one college in each State where the lead-
ing object shall be, without excluding other scientific or 
3 Morrill Papers (no date). (These are rationalizations o£ 
the eighteen-seventies.) 
4 Cong. Globe, 35 Cong., 1 Sess. (December 14, 1857), 32. 
5 !bid., 33. 
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classical studies, to teach such branches of learning as are 
related to agriculture and the mechanic arts, as the legis-
latures of the states may respectively prescribe , in order 
to promote the liberal and practical education of the 
industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions 
6 
of life." The bill provided that "there shall be granted to 
the several states and territories, for the purposes specified 
••• six million three hundred and forty thousand acres of 
the public land", to be apportioned according to represent-
7 
ation in Congress . 
Under the rules of the House of Representatives the bill 
would normally go to the Committee on Public Lands; but Mr . 
Morrill pointed out that since the duties of the Committee 
on Agriculture were not yet defined, that the House could 
use its discretion in referring the bill to it; and that 
since the bill did not actually take charge of public lands, 
it should go to the committee of its friends . This attempt to 
have the bill referred to the committee of which he was a 
8 
member was unsuccessful. When Mr. Morrill asked permission 
to have his bill printed, he had the first of many encounters 
with Representative Cobb of Alabama, who urged that the 
9 
practice of refusing to print new bills should be adhered to. 
6 Ibid., 32-33· 
7 !bid., 32-33· (This would amount to 20,000 acres for each 
member of Congress . ) 
8 Con~. Globe, 35 Cong., 1 Sess., 32. 
9 Ibi ., 32. (Williamson R. W. Cobbwas a typical Southerner 
of that period. ) 
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Representative Letcher of Virginia then asked the House to 
10 
refer the Morrill Bill to the Committee on Public Lands . 
11 
The bill was received by that Committee on December 15, 1857. 
It was printed a day later, and it was four months before the 
First Morr ill Bill was heard of again . 
On April 15, 1858, Representative Cobb, Chairman of the 
12 
Committee on Public Lands reported the bill adversely . Rep-
resentative Walbridge of Michigan presented a minority repor t 
13 
in favor of the bill . He made a motion to have the bill 
120 
14 
printed along with the reports of the minority and the majority. 
His motion also advocated postponement of further consideration 
of agricultural education until Wednesday of the following 
15 
week. Mr. Morr ill then moved that an amendment be added 
to the bill which would strike out all reference to land 
16 
grants in the territo ries . He was ruled out of order . 
10 Ibid ., 32 . 
11 Ibid ., 32. 
12 Ibid . , 1609: House Reports of Committees, 35 Cong., 1 Sess . (1857-1858), Number 261 . 
13 Ibid ., 1609 . (It is extremely interesting to note that 
neither of these reports discuss the educational aspects of 
the bill . ) 
14 Ibid ., 1609 . (Walbridge was influenced both by Morrill 
and by PTesident J. B. illiams of the Agricultural College 
at Lansing. ) 
15 Ibid . , 1609 . (This was good political judgment . Cobb's 
report would have killed the Morrill Bill had it not been 
for this maneuver.) 
16 Ibid., 1609 . (Doubtless this motion was a delaying man-
euver . ) 
On April 20, 1858, the pending motion to postpone 
consideration of the bill enabled Mr. Morrill to deliver a 
speech submitting a substiture bill to be sent to the 
17 
Committee on Public Lands. He recognized that the chief 
argument against any land -grant measure would be that such 
18 
a law is unconstitutional . To offset this point he as serted 
that under the Constitution a way had been found to promote 
commerce, to educate officers for the Army and Navy, to open 
up fields for internal trade by immense grants to railroad s, 
to protect literary labor by copyright, and to encourage 
inventors by patents. But, he added, direct encouragement 
to agriculture had always been withheld. This had prevented 
the improvement of far ming with the result that soils had 
been widely exhausted thr ough lack of peoper treatment. 
Further more, livestock suffered greatly from diseases which 
might have been prevented or cured, if trained veterinarians 
had been available. He stated that farmers in recent years 
had been aroused to their need for more kno ledge relating 
to their occupation. The fairs of the agric ultural societies 
he continued, ''vere th ronged. After showing the great educa-
tional influence of the farm papers he cited the growing 
demand for field and laboratory experiments. He then plea-
ded: "let us have such colleges as may rightfully claim the 
17 Ibid., 1692-1697 . 
18 !bid., 1692-1697. 
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author- ity tm teachers to announce facts and fix laws, and to 
scatter b111oadcast that knowledge 1mich will prove useful in 
building up a great nation." He reiterated that miners and 
mechanics should also have the means to acquire culture, 
skill, and ef ficiency. 
Literary colleges, he continued, would not need to fear 
the competition of agricultural schools. SUch schools move 
in d ifferent spheres. To him farmers and mechanics needed 
special schools and appropr iate literature as well as t hose 
so-called learned professions. There should be, he said, 
"a carefUl, exact, and systematized registration of exper-
iments - such as can only be made at a thoroughly scientific 
2 
institution." 
In Gennany, Belgium, France, Great Britain, and Russia, 
agricultural schools, colleg es, and experiment stations 
had been established largely thr ough government aid. Already, 
Mr. Morrill had seen in the United States the establishment 
of agric ultural schools and colleges. But he regretted that 
"neither the States nor private individuals had been able 
to maintain such instit utions." He asserted that his bill 
was needed to give them lif e and success. Since four-fifths 
of the Amer ican population were engaged in agriculture and 
mechanical trades, Mr. Morrill wagered that if the people 
could be consulted, they ~~uld favor his measure over-
\1\helmingly. 
1'2'2 
The Vermont representative continued that the original 
states had given up their claims to the ownership of public 
lands with the understanding that the government could approp-
riate them as "a common fund for the use and benefit of all . " 
He meminded his colleagues that millions of acres of public 
land s had already been granted for schools and universities 
in the newer states . It was his profound conviction that 
school grants always increase the value of public lands 
vbich a government has to sell . 
Mr. Morrill cited the knowledge that George Washington 
and Thomas Jefferson had favored government support for a 
national university . He also referred to the Act of January 
29, 1827 , which had passes Congress by a large majority . This 
legislation t o donate lands in Kentucky for an asylum for 
the deaf and dumb had had the votes of both Representative 
19 
James Polk and Representative James Buchanan. 
He therefore adduced that such acts showed conclu-
sively that "the power of Congress to dispose of the public 
lands at its discretion is plain , absolute , and unlimited . " 
The persuasive arguments of precedents; the 
example of our VVJDrthiest rivals in Europe; the 
rejuvenation of wornout lands; the petitions of 
farmers everywhere yearning for "a more excellent 
way"; ph ilanthropy supported b y our highest inter-
ests - all these considerations impel us for 
19 Ibid ., 1692- 1697 . (No doubt the reference to Buchanan 
was a challenge to the President not to veto the measure 
at hand.) 
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once to do something for agriculture worthy 
of its national importance. 
It is to be caref ully observed that Morrill's plea 
for agricultural education was extremely generalized • At 
no point did he inform the House concerning any specific 
definition of the educational aspect of the bill. At best 
Mor rill's speeches were strong appeals to Congress to do 
"something for the farmer". 
20 
On April 22, 1858, the "morning hour" again made its 
appearance on the House Calendar. The House of Representat-
ives granted Mr. Morrill's demands for the "previous question" 
to resume co nsideration of his bill. This parliamentary 
motion, of course, if adopted, would cut off all debate 
as is specifically provided by the rules. Mr. Cobb then 
spoke in opposition to the measure. He began by calling 
the attention of the House to rrthe strange course the bill 
had taken11 since it was reported from the Committee on Public 
Lands. "I vo,as under the impression", said II!Ir. Cobb, "that 
other gentlemen besides t h e gentlenan f r om Vermont would 
have an opportunity to address the House upon the question; 
but motion after motion has been made, until the question 
has been unexpectedly forced upon us for a direct vote." 
Mr. Cobbthen reminded the House that the Committee o n Public 
Lands had determined nto husband the public lands and to 
20 Ibid., 1692-1697. 
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economize their grants, in order to husband the means which 
the government is to receive from the sale of those lands", 
and had been opposed t o the bill. If lands or money can 
properly be granted for agricultural colleges, he added, a 
principle would be established which would lead to grants 
for a great variety of pur poses. He continued, 11 If theL1 
revenue from public lands is destroyed, the deficiency 
must be met by a tax on the people." He was emphatic in his 
declaration that the support of local institutions does not 
come vvith in the province of the Federal Government. Not 
only did he consider t h e Morrill Bill unconstitutional; 
he also referred to it as unjust and vvasteful. According 
to Cobb, it was unjust because the lands would be put on 
the market so rapidly that their sale value would be desto-
21 
oyed immediately. 
After Mr. Cobb had finished his attack on the bill, the 
House followed the rules previously agreed upon . The Speaker 
placed the pending motions before the House. The first of 
these l'll8S that of Mr . Morrill to recommit the original 
bill with the substitute to that Committee on Public Lands . 
The Vermont Representative concluded that this ~~uld not 
be a good idea . He now realized that the adoption of "the 
21 Ibid., 1739-1743 · 
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previous question" v.ould enable him to get a vote on his 
substitute bill immediately . He then asked permission to 
withdraw his old motion but his opponents were wide awake too , 
Angered at the cutting off of debate, they voiced their 
objection. The old motion had t o be put before the House. 
Mr. Morrill appealed to friends of land grant colleges to have 
it voted down. Under great leadership, his supporters did as 
he wished. The substitute bill never went before a committee. 
Mr. Morrill got it approved directly from the floor of the 
House. It was agreed to as an amendment to the original bill 
22 
by a vote of 105 yeas to 100 nays . 
In this way, through Representative Morrill's ability 
in handling parliamentary procedure, a bill which had been 
reported unfavorably by its committee was passed eight days 
l ater with practically no d iscussion on either side concern-
23 
ing the real merits of the bill . The actual bill as passed 
had never been considered by a committee. Morrill 's achiev-
ement here was truly remarkable. Only two members of the 
House Committee had f avored the idea behind the bill. Imagine 
the consternation of the opponents of the measure when it 
passed so smoothly l The t\~ speeches which the House was 
allowed to hear did not discuss the essential character of 
22 Cong . Globe, 35 Cong., 1 Sess., (April 23, 1858), 17 42-
1743· 
23 Parker, op. cit. , 96. 
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the measure. Mr. Cobb and Mr. Morrill never alluded to the 
educational questions involved in the bill. There is no doubt 
that the passage of the First Morrill Land Grant College Bill 
by the House of Representatives on April 23, 1858 was a 
skilful maneuver by a very clever strategist. 
On the following day, the measure was referred to the 
Senate Committee on Public Lands. On May 6, 1858, Michigan's 
Senator Stuart, chairman of that Committee, reported it 
24 
back to the Senate. In doing this, Senator Stuart made the 
usual statement that "in view olf the circumstances existing 
in the committee", he was reporting the bill without any 
recommendation either favorable or unfavorable. It was 
revealed later in the course of debate that the "unusual 
circumstances" to which he referred were an even division 
of opinion among the senators voting in the co~nittee. 
Senator Stuart, on May 19, 1858, asked the Senate to 
consider the Morrill Bill. Senator Pugh of Ohio objected 
by saying that the bill carried "probably the largest 
proposition for the donation of public lands that has 
ever been here". He recalled that "it has never been fav-
orably recommended by any committee of either house". Senator 
Stuart insisted upon his motion and by a vote of 28 to 24 
the Senate agreed to take up the bill. But when this vote 
24 Gong. Globe, 35 Gong., 1 Sess., 1988-2011. 
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had been anounced, the time had arrived for the consideration 
of another bill by special order. Senator Stuart, in order 
that the agricultural bill might remain before the Senate, 
was compelled to make a new motion that all special orders 
25 
be set aside. It was one thing to occupy the "mon1ing hour 11 
with a measure; it was quite another thing to hold up approp-
riation bills. Senator Clement Clay of Alabama thereupon 
stated that the bill could not pass without debate, since it 
was a measure "which the Democratic Party had been committed 
26 
against for thirty years" . Senator Stuart then as serted that 
the bill would not consume much time, since there would be 
little debate on it. Senator .Mason of Virginia then warned 
his colleagues of the seriousness of taking up the bill, 
which he was sure would cause excessive strife. According 
to him, the Morrill Bill inaugurated a revolutionary policy 
men it called for "a direct appropriation from the treasury 
27 
for the encouragement of schools of agriculture' . The 
Senate then by a vote of 29 to 26 declined to lay aside the 
regular order of business on behalf of the bill . The Morrill 
Bill did not appear in the Senate during the remainder of 
the session. 
As soon as Congress assembled on December 6, 1858, 
25 Ibid.,2228-2256. (Stuart was anxious to get action here 
because President Williams of the Agricultural College at 
Lansing was constantly goading him to lead the fight in the 
Senate that Morrill had won in the House . ) 
26 Ibid .,2228-2256. 
27 Ibid., 2228-2256. (James Murray Mason was later to acquire 
fame in the Trent Affair • ) 
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Senator Stuart announced that he would ask the Upper House 
at an early date to consider the "Agricultural College Grant 
28 
Bill". Not realizing that the Michigan Senator had done this, 
129 
President J. R. Williams of the Agricultural College at Lansing, 
two days later wrote to Representative Morrill as follows: 
We have here ••• a nest of pestilent politicians 
who are death on the Agricultural College. If any of 
them possess any influence over Senator Stuart to 
induce him to give your bill the go by, they will 
do it. But still I think that you will have to 
depend on a crowd in the car to get your bill before 
th e Senate. It looks to me as tho' the Maryland 
Senators qould carry it right through. Their 
great enterprise at Bladensburgh will never succeed 
without such aid, and all Maryland is for it. Move 
in your own way, and don't say to Walbridge that 
you have received a line from me on the point. 
I am obliged for the speeches sent. I will make 
good use of them. 29 
In spite of the doubts of the college president, on 
December 15, 1858, Senator Stuart fulfilled his promise and 
moved that the Senate take up the bill. Again he declared 
that he thought there should be little discussion of the 
measure: "What I desire is ••• not a discussion upon the 
30 
question, but a vote upon it." Senator Ftizpatrick of 
Alabama reminded Senator Stuart that Senator Pugh of Ohio 
and Senator Johnston of Arkansas, both members of the Committee 
28 Conf. Globe, 35 Cong., 2 Sess., 1-5· 
29 Wil lams to Morrill, December 8, 1858: Morrill Papers. 
(Williams was right about Maryland with the exception of 
one Congressman. Michigan's Senator Walbridge was Williams' 
choice as assistant to Morrill in the direction of the bill.) 
30 Cong. Globe., 35 Cong., 2 Sess., 94. 
on Public Lands and strongly opposed to the bill, were unavmid -
ab ly absent from Washington; and that Stuart's motion should 
be postponed. Stuart declined and a vote was taken. Since the 
result was 24 to 24, Vice President Brechenridge thereupon 
exercised his constituional right to vote . He cast his vote 
31 
against consideration of the bill. 
On the following day , Senator Stuart asked the Senate to 
fix a day for the consideration of the bill. There was little 
opposition to the request, and it was made a special order for 
32 
December 21 at one o'clock . It was not until December 23 that 
the Vice President, pursuant to the special order laid the bill 
before the Senate. Senator Fitzpatrick again moved that it 
be postponed until Senator Pugh and Senator Johnston might 
33 
return . The Senate again voted (28 to 20) to postpone the 
34 
Morrill Bill . 
The measure did not again appear upon the records of 
the Senate until Feb ruary 1 , 1859 . On that day its new 
sponsor, Senator Benjamin Franklin Wade of Ohio, asked the 
Senate to consider the bill in an appeal that Congress "do 
31 Ibid ., 94 . 
32 !bid., 94- 96 . 
33 Ibid., 185-192 . (Fitzpatrick was merely playing for time , 
a common political tactic .) 
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34 Cong. Globe, 35 Cong ., 2 Sess ., 711-7 15. (Apparently 
Williams and Morrill had decided that Stuart was not aggressive 
enough to lead the bill through the Senate . Certainly, Wade 
~uuld never be retiring l) 
something for agriculture" . Forgetting that the bill had 
passed the House by a margin of o nly five votes, Senator 
urged as a reason for favorable Senate action that "it has 
received the sanction of the House of Representatives by a 
35 
large majorityu . Voting 30 to 26 the Senate agreed to take 
up the bill . Thereupon Senator Pug h, at last in attendance, 
ad dressed the Senate in opposition to the Morrill Bill. He 
denied its constitutionality, and referred to precedents . 
In the Thirty Third Congress , he said, Congress had passed 
a bill making a grant similar to the one prescribed in the 
pend ing measure, only that the appropriation of lands then 
36 
was to the states for insane asylums . The members of Cong-
ress had been unable to resist the eloquence of the great 
philanthropist (Dorothea Ddx) , who had pressed upon them 
the horrors suffered by the unfortunate insane . Senator Pugh 
continued that President Pierce had vetoed the Dix bill in 
an able state paper, which showed that Congress had no 
constitutional power t o take sue h action . Senato r Pugh 
35 Ibid. , 711- 715 . 
36 Ibid., 711-715 : also Senate Journal, 33 Cong. , 1 Sess ., 
May 4, 1854, 372-374 . (The Dix bill was a clear precedent 
for the Morrill bill . ) 
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~rther avowed that he had been induced by emotion to give 
37 
his vote to the bill. Senator Pugh agreed with President 
Pierce that if Congress can care fo r the insane in the states, 
it can care for every species of infirmity. He felt that if 
Congress can assist the states in regard to agric ultural 
education , it can do so for every variety of education, 
and gradually the power of the Federal Government would 
become unbearable. He saw no promotion of agriculture as a 
result of this bill. His argument was that the public land s 
should be reserved for actual settlers. To his way of think-
ing th e effects of land grants are always pernicious. After 
a review of the surprising passage of the bill through the 
House, Pugh declared that the measure exerted upon legislators 
to secure the passage o f the measure was due more to the 
37 Ibid., 711-730 (Other Congressmen were equally affected by 
Miss Dix. Representative Cobb said, 11 I have a ••• difficult 
job before me, and that is to reconcile the vote which I 
shall give in relation to this bill(agricultural college) 
with the vote which I gave upon another bill. And I cannot 
perform it without simply coming down and acknowledging 
frankly that I was wrong in the vote which I gave, when the 
impulse of this heart, whether good or bad prompted me to act 
in behalf of a proposition to grant lands for the establish-
ment of insane asylums in the States - a proposition gotten 
up by Miss Dix •••• She is a mertorious, generous, and noble-
minded woman. She went down into my State, and her charms had 
such an extraordinary effect upon the people of that portion 
of the country that the Legislature of my State adopted a 
joint memorial to the Congress of the United States, without 
voicing a dissenting vote, requesting the Representatives and 
instructing their Senators to vote for that bill. Then it was 
sir, that I gave way to my better feelings, and voted for that 
bill"- Cong. Globe, 35 Cong., 1 Sess., 1742.) 
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desire of speculatots to become assignees of the land scrip 
than to any fervor for agr icultural speculation. He predicted 
that the states would sell their scrip for niminal prices 
and that speculators would purchase and locate it "by empires 
38 
on your public domain." 
In spite of Senator Pugh's oratory, the Senate by a vote 
of 28 to 27 refused to recommit the bill to the Commituee 
on Public Lands. Senator Rice of Minnesota then spoke against 
39 
the bill. He objected to it as unjust. He asked whether 
the grant of federal lands and franking pri veleges for the 
distribution of the college reports would not tempt the states 
to rely entirely en the national treasury and surrender their 
sovereignty to the general government. He said: 
If you wish to establish agricultural 
colleges, give to each man a college of his 
own in the shape of one hundred sixty acres 
of land, where he and his children can learn 
to make it yield the fruits of the earth 
in the greatest abundance; but do not give 
lands to the states to enable them to educate 
the sons of the wealthy at the expense of the 
public. We 1~t no fancy farmers; we want no 
fancy mechanics; but we do want homes for the 
working artisans and the cultivators of the soil. 40 
He predicted that agents of non-residents would cull out 
the choicest lands, "blighting, like the locusts every region 
41 
which may attract them •••• " 
38 Cong. Globe, 35 Cong., 2 Sess. (February!, 1859), 715. 
39 Ibid., 7 15-720. 
40 Ibid., 715-718. (Henry Mower Rice ~as then a member of the 
Minnesota State Board of University Reg ents.- Biographical 
Directory of the American Congress, 1774-1927. (Washington, 
1928)' 1457.) 
41 Ibid., 7 17-718. (It is interesting to note that although 
Rice condemned the measure both in 1859 and in 1862, he voted 
for it in 1862 • ) 
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Not only was there a mid-western opposition to the bill, 
there also ~~s a southern antipathy to1~d the measure. Senator 
Mason o~ Virginia, a~terwards publicized in connection with 
the Trent A~fair, ~~s of the opinion that there is no di~~er­
en ce between a vote of the public lands and a vote of money 
42 
directly our of the tr easury. I~ the Federal Government has 
the right to give away one species of property, it has the 
rig ht to give another for the same purpose . Hence, he cont-
inued, according to the principle of this bill, the Government 
at Washington could practically take over the entire charge 
o~ all the education in the states . Mason made a long and 
vehement denunciation of all these "encroachments" . He cited 
the fact that exposure of such encroachments would have no 
influence in the Senate; but his purpose, he said , was to 
let the people of Virginia know what wa going on in Congress . 
The high points of his remarks were reached when he said of 
the Morr ill Bill : "It is one of the most extraordinary 
engines of mischief" , it is "misusing the property of 
the country", it is "an unconstitutional robbing of the 
43 
Treasury for the purpo se o~ br ibing the States 11 • 
42 Ibid., 718 . 
43 Ibid., 718. 
Senator Jefferson Davis also raised several points 
concerning the Morrill Bill . He disputed the claims th at 
the Federal Government shou ld educate the future farmer 
in the same way that it edicates the future soldeer and s 
44 
sailor. The latter had already entered the service of their 
country. Their education was not given to th em in order that 
they might be better able to choose their career . According to 
him, there was no analogy between the schools in which the 
gmvernment trained young military officers , and the proposed 
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schools in which civilians were to be fitted for some profession 
for their ow.n personal advantage . In his opinion the Morr ill 
Bill was "delusive , not to say fraudulent" . He then discuss-
ed the entire question of the nature of the Federal Go ver.nment 
an d the rig hts of t he states under the Consti~lt ion . Has 
the Federal Government the power to interfere with the rights 
of the states? Has the Federal Government the right to dispose 
of the Public Lands by giving them away? If the Federal 
Government possesses these rights, why should it restrict 
the expenditure of the proceeds to education in agriculture 
and the mechanic arts? \~ not appropr iate lands to aid law , 
industry and medicine? Senator Davis was convinced that the 
farmer himself did not need such lehislation . He cone luded : 
44 Ibid., 718-720 . 
The agricultural interest takes care of 
itself, and is drained to take care of every 
other pursuit in the country. I have looked 
upon it as a mere sham for other pursuits 
to d rain the agric ulturist to come and 
say,"Let us do something for agriculture . " 
Senator Clay of Alabama agreed with Senato r Davis . 
Speaking for the agriculturists of his own state he said: 
All they ask is sheer justice and no 
favor . They ask that you let t hem alone to 
work o ut their own progress ; that you will 
keep your hand out of their pockets and let 
them appropriate their own honest gains, 
instead of filching them for the benefit of 
other interests . 
45 
46 
Western and Southern opposition to the Morrill Bill was 
tremendous, but there were men from every section who fav-
ored the measure . On February 1, 1859 Senator Harlan of Iowa 
replied to the Southern arguments. Favoring the bill, he 
was at a loss to see anything in the measure which could be 
interpreted as a bribe to t . he states . According to him, the 
bill merely proposed that t he states become trustees for the 
disposition of a few thousand acres of land . The bill did not 
coerce a state into acceptance of that trust . He continued: 
If Virginia or Georgia concludes that it will 
not be for the advancement of the interests of the 
people of those States to accept this trust they 
can decline its acceptance; but other States of the 
Union, who are not so fearful of the consequences 
to flow from the establishment of educational 
institutions • •• may accept the trust ••• ~Qthout 
dishonor to themselves or danger to the people 
who are interested . 47 
45 Ibid., 
46 Ibid., 
47 Ibid ., 
718-720. 
718-720 . 
719-720. 
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Senator Harlan continued that t here might be no specific 
provision in the Constit ution authorizing Morrill's method 
of disposing of the public lands ••• but neither had there 
been any specif ic provision for similar grants in the past. 
He concluded his speech with these words: 
There may be those who are not disposed to 
give the means for the development of the minds 
of the masses: ••• it may be that it is a blessing 
to Virginia that she is now more largely repres-
ented by adult people who are able to read and write 
in proportion to her population, than any other 
State of the Union; it is a blessing, however, that 
the people of my State do not covet. They prefer 
that the mind of the laborer should be developed; 
that the intellect of the man who labors and 
sweats for his own bread should be more highly 
endowed, in order that that class of people may 
become their own representatives, even in the 
legislative halls of the nation. 48 
On the following day (February 2, 1859), Senator Wade 
again called up the Morrill Bill by saying, 0 I hope the friends 
of the bill will not delay action on the subject any longer by 
49 
debate.u Senator Hunter of Vin ginia, a former speaker of 
the House, replied that a motion to lay aside the Agricul-
tural College Bill and take up the Indian Appropriation 
Bill, of which he was in charge, was before the Senate. The 
Senate declined by a w ote of 29 to 28 to accept Hunter's 
motion; but immediately after that, upon the motion of 
Senator PUgh, the Senate by a vote of 28 to 26 recommitted 
48 Ibid., 
49 Ibid., 
719-720. 
731 ff. 
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the Morrill Bill to the Committee on Public Lands. This 
was a staggering blow to the friends of the measure. To 
recommit a bill to its committee at any time is usually 
tantamount to killing it. However, the supporters of the 
agricultural college measure, instead of being in despair, 
51 
thereupon gave more enthusiasm t , o their project. 
Their efforts were not in vain, for within twenty-four 
hours, the Senate was seriously c onsidering Senator Wade's 
motion to postpone prior action and take up the Agricultural 
College Bill. Senator Gwin of California, who had voted for 
th e recommittal, was now leading the forces toward a recon-
sideration of the bill. His motion was carried by a vote 
of 28 to 27. The Morrill measure being again regularly 
before the House, numerous amendments were considered. There 
seemed every probability that the bill now would immediately 
52 
be brought to a final vote. Senator Clay of Alabama arose 
and stated that he desired very much to be heard on the 
pend ing bill; but that he felt exceed ingly indisposed 
and would prefer to speak on the bill at a later date. On 
the understand ing that he would subsequently call up the 
53 
bill, the Senate proceeded to other business. 
50 Ibid .,731 ff. 
51 Ibid., 731 ff. 
52 Ibid., 742 ff. 
53 Ibid ., 753 ff. 
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That business, on February 3, 1859 concerned another 
phase of land grants . Senator Slidell of Louisiana , one of 
President Buchanan ' s best friends, presented a petition, 
139 
strange to say from citizens of New York, who might have 
been expected to proceed with their own Senators, denouncing 
the monopoly o£ public lands and asking that they be 
54 
granted thereafter only to actual settlers . 
Four days later (February 7, 1859), Senator Clay carried 
55 
out his promise and called up the Morrill Bill . He declar-
ed his opposition to it on a number of grounds . "I do not 
believe", he said , "that the honest tillers of the soil 
desire the patronage of Congress . I know I speak truly, 
When I say for those of my own state, that all they ask is 
sheer justice and no favor . They ask that you let them alone 
to work out their own progress; that you will keep your 
hand o ut of their pocket, and let them appropriate their 
honest gains, instead of filching them for the benefit of 
56 
other interests" . He pointed out that the financial 
condition of the Federal Government made this a singular ly 
inopportune time to make grants of the public resources , 
whic h should be husbanded and not wasted • Proceed ing to the 
54 Ibid., 772 . (Slidell had alread y gained wide publicity 
in connection with a famous pre-Mexican War diplomatic 
mission. He would soon be involved in the Trent Affair . ) 
55 Ibid ., 998-1004. 
56 Ibid., 998-1004 . 
familiar constitutional argument , he contended that "the 
powers asserted in this bill are hostile to the reserved 
righ ts and ·the true interests of the states . Calling 
attention to the fact that there were some Democrats who 
favored the bill , Clay reproached them because they were 
going contrary to their professions: 
to be advocates of States rights ; of a strict 
construction of the Federal Constitution; opp-
osed to enlarging Federal powers • • • ; in favor 
of t he largest liberty of the States consistent with 
the prohibitions of the Constitution; opposed 
to the distribution of the proceeds of the public 
lands; in f avor of the principles and sentiments 
enunciated by General Jackson in his veto of the 
land- distribution bill ; opposed to any intervention 
by Congress with t he domestic affairs of the States; 
and • • • suffering them to manage their own internal 
and local affairs in their own way , subject only 
to the Constitution . 57 
While th e Senator fr om Alabama influenced a few 
southern votes against the b. ill , Senator Wade must have been 
pleased to see him drive practically all believers in loose 
58 
construction into the affirmative camp . 
Loose constructionism in February, 1859 was the Whig 
Party point of view. Senator Bell of Tennessee, so on to be 
the "Constitutional Union" candidate for the Presidency in the 
campaign of 1860 , accepted this point of v iew with relation 
57 Ibid ., 998-1004. 
58 Ibid . , 998- 1004 . 
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to the Morrill Bill. He could see no dif ference between 
a grant for agric ultural education and a grant for inter-
nal improvements. Since the constit utionality of grants 
for internal improvements was no longer a debatable question, 
he could not appreciate such constitutional arguments against 
141 
the Morr ill Bill as the Senate had just heard. He would there-
59 
fore vote for the bill. 
Senator Bell's arguments were acceptable to only one 
southern senator. Probably the most amazing speech delivered 
on behalf of the Morrill Bill 11\TBS by Senator BroV\n of Miss-
issijlpi. Brown occupied the singular position of being a 
strong Union man in the South. During the early fifties he 
had made a campaign for Governor of his own state on the 
issue of preserving the Union against his present colleague, 
in the Senate, Jefferson Davis. Brown told the Senate that 
he voJOuld vote against the Morrill Bill because the people 
of Mississippi were strongly opposed to it and he considered 
that a Senator should carry out the wishes of his constit-
60 
uents. But as a conscientous supporter of the bill, however, 
he pointed out the absurd ity of the notion that such a 
grant would bring the farmer under the despotic heel of the 
59 Ibid., 
60 Ibid., 
856. 
856. 
Federal Government. According to Senator Brown, the farmer 
would go his way after the pass age of this bill as he had 
61 
before. 
Senator Brown then spoke in opposition to the cons-
titutional arguments of his colleagues. He said that he 
could not appreciate the finely drawn distinctions conjured 
up by the opposition forces concerning public land grants. 
The states, through their partnerships in the Federal Govern-
ment, owned the public lands in the aggregate. Why was it 
142 
not equally c onstitutional for the states to own the same 
lands in severality? Such a transfer of ownership was 11 that 
62 
the bill contemplated. He would, in obedience to the vi ews 
of his constituents, vote against the Morrill Bill, but 
to him the speeches that he had heard on the floor of t he 
Senate about the measure overturning the nature of the Federal 
Government and impairing the constitutional bond netween the 
63 
states, seemed unworthy of consideration. 
Something more than rhetoric was needed before the Morrill 
Bill could become law. Several c allege presidents and prof-
essors began to work energetically to get the land grant 
bill pass ed. President Joseph R. Williams of the Michigan 
Agricultural College at Lansing not only provided Walbridge 
61 Ibid.,856. 
62 !bid., 784-78~ 851-656. 
63 Ibid ., 856. 
and Sturat and Morrill with facts and instructions; he also 
solicited direct support for the measure from people every-
64 
vhere he went. Freeman G. Cary, founder of the Farmers' 
College at College Hill near Cincinnati, had sponsored a 
"Northwest Industrial Convention" in 1854 for the purpose 
of getting land grants for agricultural education.u He spent 
tremendous amounts of time lobbying for land grant colleges. 
Cary was extremely helpful to the cause through the paper 
which he published called the Cincinnatus. On February 5, 
1858, Cary wrote to Morrill as f ollows: 
Indeed I am determined to leave nothing 
undone ••• to accomplish the passage of your Bill. 
In our March issue (Cincinnatus) I shall notice 
the institutions of EUrope ••• for the advance-
ment of Agricultural Science, which are now 
numerous over 300 and many of them superior, 
in advance of any of our collegiate Institutions. 
I remain yours t~ly in behalf of this Our 
Common Cause. 
F. G. Cary 
One year later, Cary wrote to Morrill of his purpose 
66 
65 
to promote a high mental culture for farmers. He continued: 
I have ever regarded it ••• as one of 
the most important ••• ever brought before 
Congress. Not so much on account of the money 
it fur nishes, though this is needed, as the 
prestige and character which it will g ive this 
pursuit(sic). It will have a tendency to elevate 
society upon a higher standpoint than ever 
64 ~tilliams to Morrill , April 23, 1858; November 15, 1858; 
Morrill Papers: also w. J. Beal, History of the Michigan 
Agricultural College (East Lansing, 1915, 36-39). 
65 Cary to Morrill , February 5, 1858; Morrill Papers. 
66 Cary to Morrill, February 15 and 19, 1858; Morrill Papers. 
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before . For whatever tends to elevate this 
pursuit in which most of us are engaged must 
be most potent to effect such result . F . G. Cary . 67 
Another midwestern schoolman interested in Morrill ' s 
bill was John A. Kennico tt of Illinois College, who strove 
ardently to keep the Illinois c ongressional delegation 
68 
in line for the measure . 
Eastern college presidents and professors were like-
\~Se interested in the success of t he Morrill Bill. One day 
in December, 1857, Dr. Amos Brown, President of the Peopl-
e ' s College at Havana, New York , while reading the New York 
Tribune at br eakfast , noticed that the Morrill Bill had 
been introduced into Congress . He is said to have exclaimed, 
"I must go to Washington immediately and see what I can do 
69 
to aid that bill" . Apparently, Brovm was a "promoter of 
limitless vision and ambition" , :for many congressmen cert-
70 
ified to his decisive influence in the passage of the bill . 
Dr. Bro~n was not the o nly interested party with respect 
144 
to the People ' s College . Mr . Charles Cook , the chief benefactor 
of that school , also wrote the Representative Morrill that 
71 
he hoped that the measure would pass . 
67 Cary to Morrill, February 19 , 1859; Morrill Papers. 
68 True, op . cit ., 103 . (Later I shall show that Cary and 
Kennicott may have had other motives behind their agitation 
for the Morrill Bill than pure love for agricultural education. ) 
69 Rogers, op. cit. , 435-436 . 
70 Ross , Democracy ' s College , o! . cit ., 55 , 194 . 
71 Charles Cook to Justin Morri 1 , April 12, 1858 ; Morrill 
Papers . 
Another easterner who applied distinguished prestige 
to the Morrill Bill was Marshall P. Wilder of Massachusetts 
72 
State College. Meanwhile, men at Dartmouth College voiced 
their strong approval of the measure. Librarian O.P. Hubbard 
of that school wrote at least three letters to Mr. Morrill 
encouraging him to carry on his fight f or agricultural 
7 3 
education. Hubbard's most specif ic educational refer ence 
was the expressed hope that the proposed fUnds might be 
appropriated for a department in colleges already in 
74 
existence. The most significant statement in the corres-
pondence between Mr. Hubbard and Representative Mor rill was 
this: "The Old States must look out for themselves in some 
way of this kind or they will lose all benefit from the 
7 5 
Public Lands 11 • Dartmouth College also had a Professor 
Sanborn, who was extremely interested in 1~. Morrill's proj-
ect. On January 27, 1858, he wrote to Representative Morrill 
as follows: 
I am much interested in your project of a grant of 
land for agricultural colleges. It is one of the noblest 
charities which have been advocated during this 
century. I hope you will succ eed. Yours truly, 
E.D.Sanborn. 76 
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In spite of these efforts on the part of college faculties, 
the situation in the United States Senate looked gloomy. An 
72 Earle D. Ross, Democracy's College, ot . cit., 55· 
73 Hubbard to Morrlll, Apr. 20, 1858; Oc • 23, 1858; Dec.20, 
1859; Morrill Papers. 
74 Hubbard to Morrill, October 23, 1858; Morrill Papers. 
75 Hubbard to Morrill, October 23, 1858; Mor rill Papers. 
76 Sanborn to Morrill, January 27, 1858; Morrill Papers. 
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effort was made there with considerable success to bring 
about a southern-~~stern coalition against land grants for 
colleges. Midwestern sentiment was divided, with the newer 
states generally opposed. The oppo sition forces, by represft 
enting speculation in the hands of absentee scrip hold res 
as a ruinous menace to the landed states, prepared to draft 
amendments exempting Missouri and Minnesota from the oper-
77 
ation of the pppposed act . 
Before calling for a vote on the bill , Senator Wade 
made a final appeal not to talk but to vote . He said,"I 
hope that the friends of the bill will permit a vote to 
be taken . I d o not think anymore light can be thrown on 
78 
it by discussion." Wade 1 s advice was followed, and plans 
were made for a final vote on the measure. ~le the cong-
ressional division involved more of sectional than of party 
alignment, the vote broug ht out the fact that the land 
grant college bill may rightfully be called a Republican 
measure. Upon the final vote of February 7, 1859, twenty-
five s enators voted in favo r of the b ill and twenty-two 
senators voted against it . The Morrill Bill was thus passed . 
77 Gong. Globe , 35 Gong . , 1 Sess., 1741 : 2 Sess ., 715-717, 
785, 854-856 . 
78 Ibid . , 2 Sess., 712-717, 734 , 784-789, 851, 856. 
Th e twenty-two votes in the negative included eighteen 
senators from the slaveholding states, plus Pugh of Ohio, 
Rice of M±nnesota, Shields of Minnesota and Jones of Iowa: 
79 
all Northern Democrats . 
The greatest hope that President Buchanan would sign the 
bill lay in the fact that in Congress in 1827 he had voted 
147 
in favor of a land grant to aid the deaf and d umb institutions 
in Kentucky. Toombs of Georgia, t hough he himself had voted 
against the First Morrill Bill, did not hesitate to say 
that "the bill was not such a one as the President would 
80 
be justified in vetoing by ad- m sight". On the morning 
o£ February 24, 1859, Daniel L. Sickles, Buchanan's legation 
secretary in London, asked Morrill for a copy of his latest 
81 
speech. Sickles took the Morrill Speech to the President 
to try to convince him of the error of vetoing the Land Grant 
College Bill. 
Sickle's support came as a pleasant surprise to Morrill. 
79 Ibid., 851-856. 
80 Parker, op. cit., 267-268. (Buchanan received the bill on 
February 18, 1859). 
81 Ibid., 267-268. (Sickles was a most interesting man. Not 
many weeks after his proferred assistance to Morrill, he 
(Sickles) shot and killed Philip Barton Key, son of the 
com poser of the Star Spangled Banner for "dishonoring his 
bed". After his acquittal on grounds of temporary insanity, 
he became a hero in the Battle of Gettysburg, where he lost 
a leg in behalf of his country. His ninety-four years were 
filled with "dashing escapades, tortuous political intrigues, 
exciting military adventures, and a lecherous private life." 
- see Edgcumb Pinchon's Dan Sickles, Hero of Gettysburg and 
"Yankee King of Spain", N.Y., 1945). 
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But Sickles' influence upon the President had actually waned 
too muc h to be of any use here. Some Democratic Senators from 
the South had been with the President previous to Sickles' 
82 
arrival. Their pleas counted in the vital hour. In his veto 
message of February 24, 1859, the President gave six reasons 
83 
for his disapproval of the Morrill Bill. 
The first reason for the veto was that the bill was 
financially inexpedient. The Federal Government was having 
difficulty meeting expenses, and every available source of 
income ought to be utilized. The revenue from sales of public 
land would amount to five million dollars during the ensuing 
year, and that sum of money was of extreme importance to the 
treasury in its depleted condition. If the bill became a law, 
the lands granted to it by the states would naturally come 
into the market all at the s~ e time, and the market would 
thus be glutted. The Federal Government l~uld be deprived of 
five million dollars which it had counted on receiving from 
84 
the sale of public lands. 
Second, the fact that the bill was pass ed at a time 
singularly inopportune for the needs of the United States 
Treasury to be disregarded, manifested how dangerous a 
financial precedent the bill ~~uld create. Instead of the 
82 Parker, op. cit., 268-269 (Probably Senator John Slidell 
of Louisiana had the last word with Buchanan before the veto 
took place.) 
83 Con~. Globe, 35 Cong., 2 Sess., 1412-1414. 
84 Ibi ., 1412-1414. 
~inancial operations of the Federal and state governments 
being kept d istinct, as good statesmanship required , the 
measure proposed to mingle them confusedly . Let the states 
once get into the habit of receiving aid from the Federal 
Treasury, and they \~uld continue to ask f or it for all 
kin ds of measures, regardless of the condition of the 
Federal Treasury at the time. If a state appropriated 
money for a certain object, the legislature had to ~ind the 
money equal to that expenditure , and that it could d o 
149 
only by taxation . The people always resent extravagant approp-
riations; but for the State legislatures to call upon the 
Federal Treasury to distribute money to th em '~uld confuse 
the people . Under such an arrangement state taxes might be 
increased ~allaciously. For taxation by the Federal Government 
the people would not hold the states responsible. Therefore , 
the program sought by the b ill, b y confusing the financial 
spheres o~ the Federal and state governments, would be a 
policy tending to create a constantly increasing pressure 
upon the United States Treasury. Such a tendency would be 
easily discerned from the lack of appreciation then shown 
85 
over the straightened c ondition of the Federal finances . 
85 Ibid ., 1412-1414 . 
Third, the bill would be prejudicial to the settlement of 
the ne states, which needed above all things actual settlers, 
occupying small portions of land • The lands assigned to 
the states under the new bill would pass largely into the 
hands of a few holders, ~ho would hold the lands in large 
tracts for speculative purposes. Nothing could be l"'Irse than 
for a new community to have large portions of land with-
drawn from settlement ~y vesting the title in non-residents 
~bo cared only for the profit they could make out of their 
86 
holdings. 
Fourth, the Federal Government, which would make the 
d onation, had confess edly no constitutional power to folloiv 
it into the states and enforc e the application of the fund 
to the intended objects. As donor, the Federal Government 
would poss ess no control over the gift after it had pass ed 
from its hands. The bill contained a stipulation that the sum 
received by a state from t he sale of its lands should always 
be maintained inviolate by the state, the income to be used 
for the teaching of such branches of learning as are related 
to agriculture and the mechanic arts. But suppose the state 
failed to execute the trust faithfully in the manner prescri-
bed b y the bill. "The Federal Government has no power ••• 
86 Ibid., 1412-1414. (A later chapter will reveal the fact 
that many of the results from the Morrill Act were accur-
ately foreseen by men like Buchanan.) 
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to compel the execution of the trust" . 
Fifth, the bill would injuriously interfere with existing 
colleges in many of which ag riculture was taught. The grant 
151 
would create rivalries and frictions among existing ed ucational 
institutions as to which should receive the endowment. There 
would also be created an unnecessary duplication of school 
88 
work. 
Sixth, the President said that the bill was unconstitu-
tional because it went beyond the power of Congress to use 
the public lands for any purposes other than those enumerated 
in th e Constitution, and education in the settled states 
was not one of the purposes named. "I presume the general 
proposition is undeniable, that Congress does not possess 
the power to appropriate money in the treasury, raised by 
taxes on the people of the United States, for the purpose of 
educating t he people of the respective states ." Land owned 
by the United States Government and derived from occupation 
of territo ry by the governed differed in no essential respect 
from money in the treasury raised by the Government by means 
of taxation. Both were property, and what it was unconstitu-
tional to do with one was unconstitutional to do with the 
89 
other. 
87 Ibid., 1412-1414. 
88 Ibid., 1412-1414. (The Chief Executive was quite sure that 
it would be proper for the Federal Government to establish 
agricultural and mechanical professorships in schools that 
already existed; but, according t o him, new colleges of that 
sort would be unconstitutional.) 
89 Ibid., 1412-1414. 
Therefore, waiving entirely the financial and political 
grounds on which he conside red the bill defective, as the 
bill was also an exercise by Congress of a power lying outside 
those conferred upon the Federal Gov er nment by the Consti-
tution, the President felt that it was his duty to return the 
90 
bill without his approval. 
-~ter the President's veto message had been read, Mr. 
Morrill in a forcefUl speech asked for a reconsideration of 
the bill. He asserted that it was never a party measure and 
that it had fought its way on its own merits. He added that 
it had been pressed through Congress by petitions and resol-
utions from the legislatures of at least thirteen states, 
and by an indefinite number of memorials from private citi-
zens of the highest character. nit is a measure Which has 
been indorsed by agricultural societies and agricultural 
152 
men thr oug hout t . he whole country with unprecedented unanimity." 
In an swer to the charge of extravagance in the bill the 
Vermont Congressman said, 11 it comes with ill grace from the 
Magistrate l~O wasted more than ten million dollars in the 
grand march of the Army to Utah, who is wasting a larger sum 
90 Ibid., 1412-1414. (Chief Justice Taney's philosophy is seen 
in the words of Buchanan when the President said: "should the 
time ev er arrive 1~en the state governments shall look to the 
Federal Treasury for the means of supporting themselves and 
maintaining their systems of education and internal policy, 
the character of both governments will be greatly deteriorated". 
- Gong. Globe, 35 Gong ., 2 Sess., 1412.) 
by the grander naval demonstration against Paraguay, and 
who would waste $30,000 ,000 more in the grandest of all 
propositions - for snatching Cuba." In answer to Buchanan's 
objection to the bill on the grounds of states' rights, Morrill 
said that h e saw a benefit to the new states in the fact 
that every decade would see more representatives in Congress, 
and 20,000 acres would be granted to each state for every 
additional Congressman. Regarding the suggestion of the Pres-
ident that the Federal Government might legally endow prof-
essorsbips in existing agricultural schools, Morrill stated, 
"The President wholly mistakes the object of the bill vvhich 
was to offer free tuition to the boys of farmers and mechanics 
- not to enrich corporations and endow professorships - and 
to enable them, by their own industry to acquire what might 
91 
otherwise not be within their reach - a liberal education." 
Mr. Morrill continued that one great purpose of his bill 
was to arrest the dovmwar d system of agric ulture, by which 
Amer ican soil was rapidly attaining the rank of the least 
productive on the globe. In contradiction to the thesis of 
the President that the Constitution does not grant the power 
to Congress to give away public lands, Morrill said, 11 this 
bill (does not) propose to give them away at all. Like .a 
91 Ibid. , 1414. 
153 
prudent proprietor, we adopt a policy to increase the value 
of the whole landed property of th e country. 11 Then, in 
further insinuation against Buchanan's imperialistic policy, 
Morrill said, "If v.re cannot give 2l'V8Y the lands we already 
possess, under what clause of the Constitution are we to 
pour · out millions for the purchase of CUba, only for the 
purpose of giving it back to slave holders." 
The gentleman from Vermont cited the fact that Congress 
had. previously granted many new states and territories one 
or more sections of land in each township for the special 
purpose of establishing schools. Furthermore, "many literary 
universities had already been establisged with the approv-
al of James Buchanan •••• 11 In referring to the President's 
former approval of measures for the deaf and dumb and 
insane, Morrill remarked: "If we can legislate for the 
deaf and dumb, may t~ not legislate for those who can hear 
and speak? If we can legislate for the insane, may we not 
legislate for the sane?" 
Citing f _urther precedents to support his case, the 
disappointed Vermonter continued, 11 if we can grant lands 
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for the benefit of commerce, trades, military science, and 
health, cannot we grant them ••• for education ••• of the great 
92 
mass of the country?" Morrill stated that the agricultural 
communities would resent this veto , for the bill "is a 
measure dear to the hearts of farmers old and young . 11 He 
continued that the "telegraphic news of the veto will start 
a tear in the eyes of more than one manly boy, whose ambition 
93 
will now be nipped in the bud . 11 
Upon concluding his speech Mr . Morrill , without giving 
anyone else an opportunity to say a word, demanded the pre-
vious questio n . The previous question was ordered, and the 
Spea~er of the House called for a vote on reconsideration 
of the bill . Th e result was 105 for the measure and 96 
against it. The veto was not overruled, since the necessary 
two-thirds vote was not obtained . But an interesting fact 
prevailed in the number of votes for the bill . Mr . Morrill 
had not lost a single supporter during the entire struggle . 
He now received the same number of f avorable votes as he 
94 
had obtained in his first test on the bill . The political 
influence of Justin s. Morrill would grow, and finally land 
grant colleges would be possible . 
Horace Greeley was also upset by Buchanan ' s veto of 
th e Land Grant Colleg e Bill . On Monday, February 28, 1859, 
92 Ibid., 1414 . 
93 Ibid ., 1414 . (These remarks were purely oratorical. There 
is no evi dence anywhere to show a public clamor for agricul-
tural schools nor toward higher education of any type in 
1859 . ) 
94 Ibid., 1414 . 
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he wrote an editorial which took the President to task. 
Greeley argued that the states would retain their lands 
instead of selling them to speculators, as Buchanan and others 
had predicted. He denied th at the measure would be of aid 
to speculators, and he maintained that the revenue feature 
was not important. The editor of the New York Tribune wrote 
as follows of Buchanan and the veto: 
The simple truth is that he is a tool of the 
slave Power, its creature, its instrument, and the 
Slave Power is radically hostile to educated labor, 
holding that the mind and the muscle employed 
in productive industry ought ever to be distinct 
and separate. "Lands for the landless" must 
stand back while "niggers for the niggerlessu 
ta~e the lead. National efforts or appropriations 
in behalf of the education of Labor will be 
scouted so long as Cuba - stealing projects, 
based on the assumption that tropical regions 
can only be cultivated by ignorant, degraded 
slaves, shall be commended from the White House, 
and their opponents branded by the President 
o f the Republic. 
He tells us ••• that the passage of this 
bill would nearly deprive the Treasury of revenue 
from Public Lands dur ing the ensuing year because 
the States would ••• enter the market with their land 
scrip and undersell the Gave rnment. Now the Pres-
ident must know that the holders of Military Bounty 
Warrants have been c onstantly in the market for ten 
years past, selling Land Scrip at almost every place 
where a purchaser could be foun d , twenty or thirty 
percent below the Government price of lands; and yet 
money has flowed into the Treasury from land-sales 
yearly. 
If Mr. Buchanan's premises be sound, there 
can be no revenue from lands next year whether this 
bill pass or fail; for Land Warrants are still 
abundant and more are being ground out. We do not 
believe the receipts of money during the next 
fiscal year for lands will approach five millions, 
though this bill be killed. 
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In one breath he insists that it would 
glut the market and reduce the price of lands 
so the Government could not sell any for ten 
shillings per acre; in the next, he fears 
that it may help speculators and monopolists 
at the expense of the actual settler. 
But how can those Who have monopolized 
Public Lands and are holding them for high 
prices be helped by putting six millions of 
fresh lands into the market V\d. th them? And 
how can the actual settler be damaged if 
this bill is to make lands so cheap that 
the Government can sell no more even at 
tenshimlings per acre? 
Greeley was especially stirred up when he insisted 
that the votes of estern Democrats were cast against the 
157 
95 
96 
Morrill Bill because of their subservience to the nslave Poweru. 
This is scarcely fair to t hose ~mo were since rely opposed 
to the measure, but it shoV\~ how much Greeley permitted 
his hatred of slavery to becloud his judgment. 
Buchanan's veto ended all possibilities of a grant 
to the states for agricultural education not only in the 
Thirty-Fif th Congress but also during the Thirty-Sixth 
Congress. As long as Mr. Buchanan was President it was 
futile to think of enacting such a proposal into law. Mr. 
Morrill, therefore, did not even introduce his bill again 
until there tras a new Chief Executive. 
Why did Justin S. Morrill go to all this trouble? 
Beginning in 1856 he showed a serious interest in agricul-
tural education. This interest was' more or less continued 
95 New Yor k Daily Tribune, Monday, Februa~ 28, 1859, page 4. 
96 Ibid. 
until his death in 1898. His speeches give evidence of an 
accurate knowledge of the bad conditions in America's 
rural areas. He saw no constitutional barrier in the way 
of improving agricultural conditions. SUch grants of land 
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as he was recommending were merely a recognition of the import-
ance of agriculture to the people and government of the United 
97 
States. 
There is no evidence that Justin s. Morrill ever had 
any idea of what a land grant college might be. He was inter-
ested in agricultural education only because it was a good 
way to d o something f or the farmer. Nowhere in the records 
of the 1850's is there any mention of curricula, standards, 
grades, nor even of classical knowledge. In an era unfamiliar 
with high schools, how could there be professional schools? 
Between 1825 and 1850, there were in the United States twenty 
five theological schools, seven law schools, twenty two 
med ical schools, two schools of dentistry, four schools of 
pharm acy, and no other professional schools worthy of 
98 
mention. The most than can be said for Mr. Morrill is that 
he was a gr eat man who wanted to do somthing for agriculture. 
97 Cong. Globe, 35 Cong., 2 Sess., 1414. 
98 Nicholas Murray Butler, Education in the u.s •• (Albany, 1900). 
Until the coming of the Civil War, agric ulture was 
99 
the "bone and sinew of the nation ' s economic life" . Too 
much emphasis cannot be put on the agrarian movements of 
100 
the l850 1 s. Representative Mor r ill received hundreds of 
159 
letters from f armers asking for all sorts of things except 
101 
specific educational institutions. They wanted documents, 
speeches and freedom for a great nation. Vermonters 1~re 
especially anxious to see Mr. Morrill successful in his 
undertaking. When they spoke of specific sch ools, they men-
tion ed only the common schools. If Mr . Morrill's constituents 
merely ~~ted his bill to pass and did not want specific 
schools, what d id they want? A few of his friends told him 
exactly what they desired. On December 16, 1857 (only two 
days after the innroduction in Congress of the First Mor rill 
Bill), Mr. Samuel Whitcomb of Springfield, Vermont, wrote 
to Mr. Morrill: 
The newspapers have apprised m e that 
our Representative has called the attention 
of Congress to the claims of his State to a 
portion of the public lands; and I hope he 
will be sustained in pressing these claims 
till the subject shall have been thoroughly 
canvassed . 
Ultimately, the injustice and impolicy 
of bestowing millions of acres on the States 
in which they lie and refusing the original 
thirteen \~11 be apparent to every intelli-
gent American . I shall watch the progress 
of this with deep interest . 102 
99 Cole, o~. cit ., 101. 
100 _ . J.everidge, Abraham Lincoln, 1809-1859 (Boston, 1928) 
II, 570. 
101 Scores of farmers stated that they hoped his college bill 
would pass, but their motives were not educational. 
102 Whitcomb to Morrill, Decemberl6, 1857; Morrill Papers. 
This letter is signif icant for what it d oes not 
say. A prominent citizen of Vermont is interested in the 
Mor rill Bill wholly because it ~Qll give the eastern states 
a share in donations of western lands. Mr. Whitcomb does 
not mention education. Too much cannot be made of an arg-
ument from silence; but it does show one man's major inter-
est at the time when m any suppo rters of the Morrill Bill 
would not state exactly what they wanted. Mr. Whitcomb was 
probably typical of many to whom education for the farmer 
was a convenient expedient toward securing of land grants 
for various purposes. 
On December 28, 1857, Mr. J. K. Parish of Randolph, 
Vermont, wro te to Mor rill that he had read the bill for 
the 11 distri bution of public lands" and that he feared the 
bill would be tr eated like most good measures proposed by 
103 
the Republicans. That same day, Mr. John Kimball of Putney, 
Vermont, composed an ironical letter for his congressman. He 
said that th ere was one defect in the Morrill Bill for the 
promotion of agricultural and mechanical arts, which wo uld 
prove fatal. The bill, according to him, should have provided 
that the Democratic Party secure t he sole management of the 
103 Parish to Morrill, December 28, 1857; Morrill Papers. 
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donation when given. He added that perhaps all benefits 
should have been limited to the Western and Democratic 
states; and that the New England States should be excluded 
because of their abund ant crops. He concluded that it was 
impos s ible to convince the Democrats that New England needed 
any help from the Government, since New England railroads 
had sprung up spontaneously without Federal help, while in 
the Democratic states and in the 1est much help had been 
needed, as evidenced by their need for liberal donations 
104 
of the public d omain. 
The emphasis on public lands was emphatic; but there 
were other considerations. On March 4, 1858, Mr. J. T. 
Atkinson of Union Grove, Illinois, wrote to Representative 
Mor rill of his desire for a strong Union. His letter said: 
Though a native of N.C. have been in Ills 
for the last twenty three years, but feel a 
strong interest in the welfare of our whole 
country, and believe the pass age of your 
bill, or one similar , endowing Agricultural 
Colleges from the public domain, for the 
better education of agriculturists will be 
one of the strongest ties of Union.... 105 
During the late fif ties, there was a gradual growth of 
economic unity between t _he est and the East. This was due 
104 Kimball to Morrill, Dec. 28, 1857; Morrill Papers 
105 Atkinso n to Morrill, March 4, 1858; Morrill Papers. 
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primarily to the development of a fundamental interdepen-
106 
dence b etween th em at the expense of the S outh . One 
historian in describing that trend suggests that land grants 
were used as a bindin g force between them , and that there 
107 
probably was much corruption involved . Certainly the 
question of public lands was far more significant during the 
eighteen fifties than that of agric ultural educ ation . 
The so-called "New States" of the Midd le West were of 
great concern to the old er sections . In the Middle West 
Congress had control of millions of acres of public land s 
which could be used for all sorts of promotional purposes . 
Gradually so many de,ands arose that many Easterners and 
South erners feared that the vast Federal endowment would 
be entirely absorbed by the new States with no advantage 
108 
whatever to the "Older States" . While the Morrill Bill 
was being debated in Congres s ~ the Southerners manifested 
their fears concerning losses of public lands through their 
age-old justifications of constitutionality and states • 
rights. On the other hand , supporters of the bill, with 
the exception of a little rh etoric from Senator Harlan and 
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106 William Dodd , nThe Fight For the Northwest, 1860 11 , 
American Historical Review , XVII, 774 - 788 . (Dodd states that 
the South gave up the fight to control the Northwest after the 
results of the Campaign of 1858 became known). 
l07James Ford Rhodes, History of the United States from the 
Compromise of 1850 to the Final Restoration of Home RUle at 
the South in 1877 (New York, 1893- 1896) . III , 60 . 
108 Schafer, op . cit ., 153 · 
a ~ew old -~ashioned ¥fuig constitutional arguments fro~ John 
Bell, had not enlightened anyone concerning the nature of 
the agric ultural education proposed . They usually had kept 
their seats quietly , and when the time came, voted for the 
bill . The educational ~eatures of the bill were barely men-
tioned at any time . 
What about the college presidents and their agitation 
for the Mor rill Bill? Williams of Michigan and t'/ild er 
of Massachusetts wanted added revenue for their agricultural 
109 
colleg es . Cary of Ohio was "apparently about equally 
concerned over the promotion of the land grant act and 
110 
the circulation of his paper" . Amos Brovvn of New York 
was extremely anxious t o be rewarded for his efforts in 
111 
the passage of the act . John A. Kennicott of Illinois 
is the most paradoxical example of a college president inter-
ested in agricultural education . At the very time when a man 
who was supposed to be vitally interested in agric ultural 
ed ucation was supposed to be writing an earnest plea for 
the passage of the Morrill Bill, there was no such letter 
from ~Kr . Kennicott . On the other hand, there was a letter 
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109 True, op . cit ., 103 : Ross, Democracy ' s College , op . cit . , 55 . 
110 Ross, op . cit ., 55: Cincinnatus , III (1858) , 49 , 54 . 
111 "Proceed~ngs of the Board o f Trustees of Cornell 
University", November 21 , 1866, Ms . (Brown asked Cornell 
University to pay him for his "exertions and public services 
in procuring the passage of the Morrill }\ct" . The claim was 
denied although the trustees "recognized the extent and 
merit of his services and exertions ." ) 
of profound feeling which Senator Trumbull received from 
this college president . Mr . Kennicott showed a strong desire 
for a department of agri culture; a certain grievance can-
164 
cer ning a recent apoi ntm ent to the position of commissioner 
of agrmculture (perhaps out of jealousy); a real interest 
in his sons; a serious plea for workingmen; a fanatical hatred 
of slavery; a fervent hope that the recent appointee to the 
position of agricultural commissioner would be rejected. Mr . 
Kennicott showed very little interest in agric ultural educat-
112 
ion or in land grant colleges . He said : 
,hen the few true agriculturists of the 
Union had labored • •• since the days of Washington 
for an 11 agricultural department" ••• why was the 
President persuaded to give us a man, never heard 
of outside of the "humbug seed store" of the Patent 
Office? I am not indignant bux more grieved . I 
have no ambition except for my sons for \~om I 
claim "nobility" . My first great design is the 
enligh tenment and propperity of the working 
man. My second - the simultaneous destructtion 
of old fogy politics and slavery. Both go toge-
th er and I shall live to see it. The war is a 
Special Providence for this special end , and 
you and Lovejoy and one oth er are God ' s instru-
ments in this chosen work . Now, just step aside 
and help us, by "rejecting" this "Mr . Newton" 
of the old "seed store" . We want an agriculturist 
in our Department - not a politician- and "please 
God" and the Senate- "Old Abe" shall give us one yet . 
Your Friend, John A. Kenndcott • 113 
112 Kennicott to Trumbull, May 28, 1862 ; Trumbull Papers . 
113 Ibid . 
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Th e greatest friend o~ agric ulture in the State of 
Illinois , however, was Jonathan B. Turner. Surely, he ~~uld 
have something to say regarding the pass age of the Land Grant 
College Bill l During the months immediately preceding the 
Civil War, his multitudinous interests did not include any 
special regard for the ~rk of Mr . Morrill, although he was 
concerned about farm problems. On December 12 , 1860 , Mr. 
Turner ended one of his letters to Abraham Lincoln as follows : 
I will in conclusion ••• write one thing 
for myself which I know you 1'\1.11 grant me ; 
that is , that, come peace, or come war - I 
and my friends may be allowed to raise our 
farm and garden products , invent tools ••• 
quietly at home, without having half the 
money stolen out of our pockets by corr-
upt officials at our state and national 
capitals . - Yours truly 
J . B. Turner 114 
The most that can be said regarding the concern of mid-
nineteenth century educational lead ers for land grant 
colleges is that the ultimate establishment of such institu-
tions might possibly have offered federal aid to specific 
sch ools in which they had an interest . Agricultural societies 
and farm organizations favoring the Morrill Bill constantly 
stressed "agriculture" more than they did tteducation 11 ; hence 
114 Turner to Lincoln , December 12, 1860 : Lincoln Papers . 
their concern was primarily for the enhancement of the dignity 
of farming. New Englanders favored the measure for a variety 
of reasons: they liked Morrill, they were extremely conscious 
of sectional interests, they wished to do "something for the 
farmer", and they wanted to benefit from the public lands . 
By far the greatest argument voiced by constituents, and 
observed in the Morrill correspondence, was the desire of the 
people of the older states to benefit from the public lands 
of the West. Mr. Morrill, undoubtedly, regarded very seriously 
the words of his political supporters . 
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CHAPTER XI 
OPPOSITION TO AGRICULTURAL COLLEGES 
Opposit i on to the establishment of schools for farmers 
was frequently voiced all over the United States by all sorts 
of people during the nineteenth century. On September 1, 1835, 
a working class newspaper admonished laborers to be on guard 
against the "most subtle and dangerous proposition" , the 
setting aside of the proceeds £rom public lands as a fund 
for education . Employees were urged to remember that when 
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the government gives lands to "actual settlers", it is :fUrnish-
1 
ing to every man the means of educating his own children . 
Characteristic objections raised by farmers to formal 
agricultural education are seen in the folloV~.ring letter: 
Messrs . Editors: - For a few years past , 
and up to the present time , there has been muc h 
discussion in our Legislature, and also in many 
of the public prints, in regard to the utility 
and expediency of establishing an institution 
of the above character (agricultural college) 
in this State . And if I am right your paper 
the New England Farmer advocates the utility 
of the scheme . Now as I take the Farmer , I 
have an opportunity of seeing and examlning the 
arguments which the different advocates put forth 
in favor of the project . Yet I have utterly failed 
to se e its feasibility. This m ay arise from a 
limited kno wledge and the want of a better 
understanding of the subject • It is true, I 
profess to be nothing more than a humble 
1 Helene L. Zahler, Eastern Workingmen and National Land 
Policy, 1829-1862 (N. Y., 1941) , 28 . 
":"'1111 
human individual in the oorld, and make no 
pretensions to the superior wisdom and 
judgment of those more exalted in life. 
But ••• I have never been enabled to see 
from all the arguments which I have seen 
advanced upon the subject that the agri-
cultural interest of the State would be 
benefitted by the establishment of such 
an institution. At least, to that extent 
which it oug ht to be, considering the 
outlay and expense which would accrue 
to t he state in establishing such an 
institution and maintaining it. Jnd I 
believe if the truth were known, that the 
opinions of nine-tenths of the farmers of 
the State would be found to correspond with 
mine in considering such an institution 
unnecessary, and would prove an utter fail-
ure, so far as it would tend to benefit their 
interests . 
As regards the means and modes of obtain-
ing the increased and necessary knowledge for 
the improvement and advancement in agricultural 
pursuits they already exist, and are offered to 
a very great extent in the numerous books and 
periodicals devoted to that interest. and also 
to the numerous agricultural and horticultural 
exhibitions of the day. These afford a better 
and cheaper means of instruction than a college 
would. The farmers ••• do not desire any inst-
ition of the kind. They consider that it would 
not be managed upon a system calculated to 
improve their economical modes of husb andry . 
They consider that it would amount to little 
else than a grand and expensive experiment, 
whereby the State would subject itself to a 
grand and enormous expense with no corres-
ponding return, excepting, conferring upon 
a few men a rich and lucrative office, which 
they never were by experience calculated to 
fill, and an attempt to educate a few sons of 
certain families in an art which they are entir-
ely unfitted by nature and habit to follow, and 
one Which they would rarely adopt as an occupation. 
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Now the art (of agric ulture) cannot be 
taugh t to any ad vantage , except by practice. 
The writer of these lines • • • has been acquainted 
with many ••• young men from this country , who left 
their houses early in life to seek a fortune suff -
icient to enable them to return and purchase 
a farm . But agter being engaged a few years in 
pursuits less toilsome and more profitable, they 
lost a l l inclination to return to their original 
occupation. The above are some of my reasons 
for believeing that it would not be a wise 
policy for the State to try the experiment of 
an agricultural college . 
Yours respectfully , 
W.A. 
Newton Centre , 1852 2 
In 1845 , this same distrust toward formal education 
was v oiced in the Southern Planter as follows : 
Liebig is no doubt a very clever gentleman 
and a most profound chemist, but in our opinion 
he knows about as much of agriculture as the 
horse that plows the ground, and there is not 
an old man that stands between t he stilts of a 
plow in Virginia , th at cannot tell him of facts 
totally at variance with his finest spun theories . 
The same thing is true pretty muc h of the 
balance of the agricultural philosophers ; they 
are smart men , and in the multiplicity of 
their guesses they may stri ke rig ht , but 
we hardly esteem their works , 1Nith one or two 
exceptions , worth th e notice of the practical 
farmer . 3 
This general impression conveyed by letters to agric ul-
tural papers may also be seen in legislative documents of 
the nineteenth century . In 1834 , a committee on agriculture 
of the New York Senate was appointed to study the Governor ' s 
2 New Engl and Farmer , n . s ., IV (June , 1852) , 267- 268 . 
3 Lewis Cecil Gray , History of Agriculture in the Southern 
United States (Washington , 1925) , I I, 789 . 
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recommendation for a board of agric ulture and to consider 
several recommendations for a state agric ultural school . 
It was the opinion of that co mmittee that "our farmers 
might, with great propriety, say of us as t he citizens of 
Paris to th e great Co lbert when he asked them what he could 
4 
do to better their condition, ' Let us alone 1 1 The New York 
Assembly of 1851 witnessed similar reasoning when its 
committee on agriculture published its minority report 
concerning agricultural c alleges and experimental farms . 
That report stated that both farmers and laboring men were 
opposed to such institutions because they would involve 
large expenditures without corresponding benefits and because 
5 
they would lead to favoritism and corrupt ion . 
Learning beyond the basic R's was regarded as soper-
fluous and distracting . Th ere seemed to be a universal 
assurance that the free public schools , if adequately utilized, 
would provide sufficient training for all practical purpos-
es. The Chief Justice of the Wisconsin Supreme Court at a 
state fair in 1852 expressed the prevailing confidence of 
the next decade when he said: 
4 New York Senate Document, CX (1834 ), 15 . 
5 New York Assembly Document CXVI (1851) , 1- 3 · 
Common school instruction is the birthright 
of every son and daughter of Wiscmnsin . The 
Pierian Spring bubbles literally at your door-
steps, and your children and your childrens ' 
children have but to kneel down and drink of 
the waters of knowledge . Ignorance among us 
must hereafter be a disgrace . The 111!ill only 
is wanting • •• to make Wisconsin the most 
generally, if not the most thoroughly, 
educated people on earth. 6 
One year later, Henry Raymond of the New York Times 
inferred that the farmer was better off than his neighbor, 
11 the country parson who received four to six hundred dollars 
a year" and the "mechanic who made twenty shillings a day" 
was in a better financial condition thaft his cousin the 
city doctor" . Raymond further editorialized that "manual 
7 
labor stands just now on the highest bench" . Why have 
professional schools when conditions are perfectly accept-
able as they are? 
Sullivan D. Harris , editor of the Ohio CUltivator 
considered grant schools as class legislation. Individual 
enterprise, he felt, would do "twice the work with half the 
8 
worry, and do it better every time . 11 He argued : 
We are oppo sed to an agricultural college 
or any other Colleges , built up and supported 
by the State . The State has no money but what 
it takes from the people, and has no right to 
171 
6 Wisconsin State Agricultural Society, Transactions of 1852 , 25. 
7 New York Times, July 21, 1853 · 
8 Demaree, op . c1t ., 389 . 
take money from one class of people to bestow 
it upon another class of people, except for 
purposes of general charity or absolute nece-
ssity. The State is a dear educator and a worse 
financial manager of any concern. The success of 
Morrill 's College Land Bill would have to 
build up the most stupendous literary hospital 
for political invalids and sap-rooted theorists 
the world ever saw. 9 
The Southern States' Rights Doctrine also appeared 
10 
to be a great argument against the First Morrill Bill. Said 
Senator James Mason of Virginia: "It is one of the most 
extraordinary engines of mischief ••• misusing the property 
of the country ••• an unconstitutional robbing of the Treasury 
ll 
for the purpose of bribing the States. 11 Senator Clement Clay 
of Alabama denounced the measure as being "most delusive and 
seductive", a "magnificent bribe to the States", a "long step 
toward the overthrow of the Truly Federal ••• Government •••• 
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It extorts the consent of the States by a sort of moral duress. 
You tempt them to their ow.n self-abasement and self-destru-
12 
ction. 11 On Fenruary 3, 1859, he called it "one of the most 
monstrous, iniquitous and d angerous measures which have ever 
13 
been submitted to Congress." 
Senator George E. Pugh of Ohio, who held similar constitu-
tional views to those of the Southern members of Congress, said 
9 Ohio Cultivator, 
10 dong. Globe, 35 
11 Ibid., 718. 
12 Ibid., 852. 
13 Ibid., 786. 
(May 1, 1859), 137. 
Cong., 2 Sess. 
that the object of the First Morrill Bill was "to displace 
the control of the State governments over the most important 
of all pursuits of our citizens •••• " He added that the measure 
involved "as atrocious a violation of the organic law as if 
14 
it were the act of an armed usurper ." 
It was the opposition of another group, however, which 
was more important than that of the strict constructionists 
of constitutional theory. These men constituted the "Western" 
15 
opposition to the agricultural college bills. These critics 
of the American land system directed their severest strictures 
at the wid e open character of the Morrill measures, which 
they thought would permit capitalists to purchase unlimited 
quantities of public land anywhere in the West. Many thought-
ful Westerners, no matter how much they wanted agricultural 
colleges, could not bring themselves to support legislation 
16 
i~ich they deemed an incentive to land monopoly . The scrip 
granted to states holding no public lands '~uld, it was fear-
ed, go into the hands of ruthless speculators, who \~Uld 
acquire from five to ten million acres of public lands at 
17 
subatantially less than the gover nment 1 s pr~ce . These 
western critics argued that it was inconsistent for Congress 
14 Ibid. , 715 . 
15 Paul ,~ . Gates, "Western Opposition tot 
College Act", Indiana Magazine of History 
1941) , 107- 108 . 
16 Ibid. , 109-110 . 
17 Ibid., 109-110. 
the Agricultural 
L1XVII (June, 
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to propose free homesteads for actual settlers, while at 
the same time , it facilitated land monopolization by the 
grant of scrip to eastern states . They pointed out that the 
proposed college bills seemed to continue the old paradox 
of liberalizing the land laws without terminating policies 
18 
which produce land monopoly . 
Henry M. Rice of Minnesota , as practical a politician 
as ever sat in the United States Senate , predicted that agents 
of nonresidents ~rould preempt the choicest lands, "blighting 
19 
like the locusts every region which may attract them • • •• " 
With his colleague from Minnesota, Senator James Shields , 
Rice soug ht to amend the First Morrill Bill to prevent 
20 
speculators from entering lands in his state tuth the scrip . 
Another fundamental objection to the First Morr ill Bill 
was also of western or igin . It was feared that the measure 
174 
would benefit the older states at the expense of the newer 
ones . As the grants under the bill would not be based upon 
actual need but upon popu lation, the more densely settled 
states would receive the largest g rants . The least develop-
21 
ed states woulg receive the smallest shares . California 
and Rhode Island would get grants of the same size . The east-
ern states would all receive grants larger than those 
18 Ibid. , 110 . 
19 Gong . Globe , 35 Gong., 2 Sess., (February 1, 1659) , 717 . 
(Senator Rice v~s a member of the board of regents of the 
University of Minnesota from 1851 to 1859 . ) 
20 Ibid. , 785 . (Shields had the rare distinction of being a 
Senator from three states - Illinois , Missouri and Minnesota -
at various points in his career .) 
21 Gates , op . cit. , 112 . 
apportioned to Minnesota or Kansas . 
The Morrill Bill was thought to be a dangerous precedent . 
The opposition did not think that land in one state should ever 
22 
be given for the benefit of another . Hitherto, the Federal 
Government had made grants only to states and territories 
of lands \Uthin their own borders for education . There is no 
d oubt that if the Morrill Bill had follo wed tradition by 
providing grants only to states in which there were still 
public lands available, thereby avoiding the use of scrip , 
they would have received the unqualified suppo rt of all 
23 
"~sterners . This would have deprived the East of any direct 
benefit. Eastern members of Congress were insistent that 
24 
land grants should be given to all states in equal proportions . 
Thus the political opposition to the land grant college 
VIJS.S a phase of the sectional struggle . "Since 1789 the South 
had clung tenaciously to a narrow interpretation of the 
Constitution . Its attit ude was based on fear , lest an aggres-
sive majority from the North , if not shackled by Constitu-
tional limitations , adopt measures which might place the 
South permanently in bondage to its more powerful rival . The 
constitutional susceptibilities of the South were especially 
22 Ibid . , 112 . 
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23 Ibid., 113 . (The author talked at length with Professor Gates 
about this point in April, 1947 , at Cornell University. This 
dissertation will endeavor to show that Morrill never would 
have proposed a traditional measure of this kind . His purpose 
was to help the East and the farmers everywhere in that order 
of significance . ) · 
24 Ibid ., 113 . 
keen in the matter of disposing of the public lands. Southern-
ers maintained that free homesteads to settlers, free grants 
to railroads and donations to agricultural and mechanical 
colleges were all contrary to the spirit and letter of the 
25 
Constitution . " Whereas the Southern arguments expressed 
themselves in terms of states ' rights and strict construct-
ionism, the Western opposition asserted itself in terms of 
speculation and unfair distribution . "The West opposed 
the college grants nor because they would lead to exploitation 
but rath er from the delay to direct utilization which absentee 
26 
ownership threatened . " 
An open letter to the New York Tribune on May 27 , 1862 , 
protested , above the signature "Free West" , that the Morrill 
Bill was "in plain words a nefar ious outrage on the West . 
If the rich New England States, New York, and Pennsylvania, 
and o thers" were "suffering from the want of agricultural 
colleges let them build them themselves , for Kansas , Nebraska, 
Minnesota , Iowa and Wisconsin will hardly rest patiently and 
be fleeced of their only source of wealth and po,..,er.... The 
passage of the Homestead Bill was a grand thing for the new 
states; but what good will it do them if th e eastern states • • • 
25 Gates , Wisconsin Pine Lands , op . cit ., 5· 
26 Earle D. Ross , in a book review found in the American 
Historical Review , (April , 1945) , page 569 . 
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loot the West of the broad domain thus granted to the actual 
27 
settlers. 11 
In 1864, Gail Hamilton wrote an article in the Atlantic 
Monthly , entitled "Glorying in the Goad", in which she 
expressed another phase of opposition to agricultural educ a-
28 
tion. Speaking of dirt farmers, she said: 
Hard work and small profits is the story 
of their lives and of the lives of their ancestors, 
and they do not believe any other story will 
ever be truly told of the genuine farmer. 
It is hard work and small profits to body 
and soul; small profits to heart and brain 
as well as purse. But every plan which 
looks to better things is 11notional","new-
fangled11, "easier to tell o:f than 1tis to do"; 
and so the farmer goes on his daily 
beat, with a shamefaced pride in his daily 
independence, fostered by the flattery of his 
oounty-fair orators, yet vituperating his 
occupation, bemoaning its hardships, and 
deprecating its emoluments, stubbornly 
set in the belief that he knows all 
there is to know about farming, and 
scornful of whatever attempts to go deeper 
than his own plovv-share, or cut a broader 
swath than his own scythe . 
To suggest ••• that the most favorable 
and beneficial change might be found in 
a more liberal education and a broader ac q-
uaintance with the facts discovered and the 
deductions made by science , would be consid-
ered by a bold yeomanry, our country's pride, 
as an outbreak of book-farming in 
its most virulent form. "You may bet your 
hat on one thing" says the bold yeoman, -
"a man may know sunthin ' an' be a good 
minister an' a tol 1 able deacon, but he's 
spiled :for farming'n . 
27 New York Daily Tribune, May 27, 1862. 
28 Gail Hamilton, 11 Glorying in the Goad 11 , A:tlantin Monthly 
xiv, (1864), 21-33. 
Two words are beginning to be coupled 
in the newspapers and to float about the air, 
whose juxtaposition is the cause of many a 
demure chuckle among the rural population-
"Agricultural College". Separately, the 
words command all respect; united, they 
are a living refutation of the well-known 
axiom that "the whole is equal to all its 
parts". On the contrary, so far are our 
farmers from believing this, that1 while 
they acknowledge each part to be a very 
serious and important fact, they look upon 
the whole as the flimsiest of fallicies. 
"Agricultural College?" Yes Sirt 
Well Sir, i£ you'll show me a man, Sir, 
that's a gradooate from that college, 
that'll ever be seen with a hoe in his 
hand, I'll give him leave to knock my 
brains out with it. Yes Sirt An it'll 
be the best use he can put it to, Sirl 
He'll d o less mischief that way than 
arry other1 11 "Yes, Sirl farmin' is a hard 
life, lookin' at the best side. Soils 
light and runnin' to stones. But this here 
college stuffs' the po crest kind of top-
dressin' you can give it. Learnins a good thing 
I've nothing agin' learnin', but t 1 a 1n 1 t the 
best use you can make on't to plow in it. 
The only way to promote the agricultural 
interests ••• is to keep the farmers just 
as they are. Greek'n'Latin a 1n 1 t state-
prison offences, but they're sure death 
to pork 'n' potaters. Minute you edicate 
the farmers they'll be as uneasy as a 
toad under a harrow." 
But if the founders of our Agric ul tural 
College, or any furthers of rural educ ation, 
propose to themselves to diffuse light (and 
dispel darkness) by appealing to farmers,-
if they thin k to correct the evils of ignor-
ance by furnishing special opportunities to 
farmers,- and if they flatter themselves that 
they can establish a college of aims and claims 
so moderate that farmers and farmers' sons 
will not be discouraged by the time, money or 
mind required ••• they are spending their strength 
for naught. No college can be f ounded so wisely 
and fit ly, that farmers, as a class, will send 
their sons to it. 
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Why should they, believing as they do, 
that the d istrict school already gives them 
as much learnin' as they need? Boys there can 
"read, write, and cipher" . They gain knowledge 
enough to reckon with the hired man, to keep 
the tally of the marketing, to compute inter-
est, and to do parish business. What more d o 
they want? Timothy and redtop grew before Lie-
big was born . A rose by any other name is just 
aw sweet to the agricultural nose . Farmers 
who have grown to manhood with full faith in 
the fixity of their condition, in the 
imposs ibility of its improvement, are not to be 
turned right-about-face by a programme. 
Vermont, meanwhile, 1~tnessed a similar reaction, 
when its official Board of Location, headed by Justin s. 
Morrill, combed the entire state for more than twelve months 
30 
in 1863 for a likely agricultural school site. Not one 
locality offered sufficient inducement to warrant location 
31 
of a land-grant college. Finally, the author of the act 
32 
had to confess a total failure in his Ol'ID state . On Nov-
ember 9, 1865, the attempt to found a separate agric ultural 
college in Vermont was abandoned . The state legislature then 
combined the University of Vermont and the unlocated agricul-
tural college under the joint title; 11 The University of 
33 
Vermont and State Agricultural College" . 
29 Ibid. , 21-29 . 
30 U. S. Bur. Edn. Bull. #13 (Washington, 1918), 50. 
31 Ibid.,so. 
32 Ibid. , 50 . 
33 Ibid., 50. 
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Hence opposition to agricultural colleges was very 
strong and very vocal . It sprang from every class and con-
dition of society . Many people thought that public lands should 
be given primarily to actual settlers . Others insisted that 
farmers could more profitably educate themselves thr ough 
experience, books, periodicals , and exhibitions . The chief 
criticisms against formal agricultural education concerned 
matters of expense, favoritism and theory . Some people attacked 
public lands for f arm schools in terms of monopo l y . To them 
the "Three R ' s" were excellent educational criteria, good 
enough for anybod y . In Congress , most Southern politicians 
attacked the Morrill Bill in terms of states rights and 
constitutionality , 
The Western opposition was even more emphatic than that 
of the South . Many thoughtful westerners , no matter how much 
they wanted agricultural colleges , could not bring themselves 
to support legislation which they deemed an incentive to 
speculation . According to many people throughout the United 
States , education for farmers was not only wasteful, mono-
polistic , and unconstitutional ; it was also superfluous, 
foolish and revolutionary. Considering so large and varied 
an opposition , and remembering the relatively few , if 
eloquent supporters of this project, it cannot be maintained 
that agricultural colleges emerged because there was a great 
and irrestible popular demand for them. The reasons for 
Morrill ' s triumph must be sought elsewhere . 
CHAPTER XII 
THE EAST AND THE WEST 
During the forties, fifties, and sixties, sectionalism 
played a tremendous part in the history of the United States. 
In the words of Frederick Jackson Turner: 
to the Civil War ••• sectionalism was the 
dominant influence in shaping our political 
measures, not the sectionalism of North and 
South alone, but a much more complex thing, 
a sectionalism also of East and West ••• 
shifting as economic and social conditions 
changed, but persistently different from 
the East. 1 
It seems generally to have been assumed that from the 
winning of the West for free soil in the election of Lincoln 
to the disturbing monetary proposals of the late sixties there 
was an essential harmony of action between the East and the 
West, that for the duration of the war, sectionalism was 
"adjourned". Such was not the case. Whenever, throughout the 
war decade, issues arose that involved regional interests, 
however much the northern sections might mutually combine 
to thwart the pretensions of the planter, it was evident 
that East was East and West was West. SUch occasions of 
friction were presented both by the traditional differences 
between the East and West and by those growing out of the 
issues of the War. In sectionalism, as in other respects, 
2 
there was thus a continuity during the war years. 
1 Frederick Jackson Turner, "Sections and the Nation11 , The 
Yale Review (New Series), XII, 8. 
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2 Earle D. Ross, "Northern Sectionalism in the Civil War Era 11 
The Iowa Journal of History and Politics, XXX (October, 1932), 
455-457. 
The economic was t he most fundamental of these 
devisive forces during the war . Two sections at such 
contrasting stages in their economic evolutio n were 
bound to be constantly at odds. The West as a whole still 
lacked stabilized diversification and continued to be depen-
dent upon eastern money centers for capital for agricultural 
production, for launching industrial enterprises, and for 
3 
providing extensive transportation facilities . 
The inevitable prejudices of debtor and creditor inter-
ests were especially aggravated in this period by the over-
182 
extension of western railroads by eastern capitalists and the 
consequent attempted repudiation of obligations by disill-
4 
usioned local investors . 
The financial demands of the most costly war that the 
world had ever known up to that time forced a temporary 
truce in the age-long controversy over cheap money, although 
in the end the war politics greatly intensified that strugg-
le. Legal tender, created against the protests of eastern 
bankers, was regarded as a blessing in the ~est ., where it 
provided a more adequate currency than had ever been avail-
able in the trans-Allegheny region. The new national bank-
3 Ibid., 457. 
4 !bid., 457 . 
ing system was quite a different matter . Received at 
first with favor as a desirable substitute for discredited 
state banking institutions , it came to be looked upon as 
peculiarly a creature of_ eastern capitalism . War finance 
~as thus sowing the seeds of the greenback and populist 
5 
movements . 
Meanwhile easy money and inflated prices for ever-
expanding war demands were leading to unprecedented, if 
insecure, prosperity for eastern manufacturers and western 
farmers alike . But with gains enough for both , neither was 
satis~ied . Each group felt that the other was taking selfish 
6 
advantage of national distress . The Nation expressed the 
eastern opinion that 11 no section was pecuniarily as much 
7 
benefitted" by the war as the ~est. 
The v1estern attitude toward the eastern war business 
was well expressed in the Chicago Tribune ' s jibe that the 
"intellect of the East was ••• engrossed in filling govern-
ment contracts , increasing the tariff and other gainful 
8 
pursuits" . 
War tariffs provided a still larger bone of contention. 
In epithets that were to be constantly reiterated in the 
5 Ibid ., 458- 459 . 
6 I bi d ., 459 . 
7 The Nation , VI , 
8 Chicago Tribune , 
188-190 . 
~cember 5, 1868 . 
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following years , Samuel s . Cox of Ohio anathematized the 
Morr ill Tariff Bill as "a great fiscal tyranny . It is a 
mountainous burden upon the West ••• a bounty paid by the 
consumers of the South and the West to the iron-masters 
9 
of Pennsylvania and the cotton millionaires of New England . u 
At most the Tari ff was but a secondary consideration 
to the West . Its chief stake in the free-soil coalition was 
the public lands , for which the war legislation provided the 
most basic policies . ~th all the traditional divisions over 
184 
the disposal of the national heritage, it 1~s quite unthink-
able that. differences could be wholly reconciled now , even in 
the face of the common d anger . Homesteads, the subject of a 
distinct party pledge , met with no concerted opposition, 
although v oted for with misgivings by eastern treasury 
10 
guardians , like Justin s . Morrill . 
Next to the public land question, the dominant question 
dividing the East and the West was farming . By reason of the 
great agric ultural interest of the West , and its desire for 
Federal aid , the new Department of Agricul~tre 1~s received 
there with enthusiasm. The ill-starred first commissioner , 
whose policies and methods met witbh almost unanimous condem-
nation from easterners was generally supported by the West 
11 
throughout the Civil War . 
9 Cong . Globe , 36 Cong., 2 Sess . , 1192 : Cong. Globe , 
38 Cong., 1 Sess . , 2675 . 
10 Ross , Sectionalism, op . cit ., 463 . 
11 Ibid ., 466 . 
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Population movements also aggravated sectional differen-
ces. The cheap and abundant lands of the West during the Civil 
War era mor e than ever before were attracting farmers from 
the eastern country-side and competing with eastern cities 
for immigrant workers . Every normal western community was 
eager to gain settlers and get as much land as possible 
under cultivation as soon as possible . Eastern communities 
were naturally alarmed at station ary populations , declin-
ing leadership, and depleted capital . Hence an almost contin-
uous debate ensued in farm papers , agricultural addresses, 
and the reports of societies between the rival champions 
12 
of "high far ming" and the "grand culture" . 
The defenders of the old hearthstones challenged the 
assumption that the wester n lands were cheap . FOr those who 
owned farms or could purchase one of these there was wealth 
on the paternal or neighboring estates near markets and aold 
13 
associations . So competent an authority as Solon Robinson 
gave this assurance : 
There is no need of leaving Connecticut to 
seek after a richer soil . A better one than you 
can find upon the western prairies lies only a 
few inch es beneath the one that your father 
wore out upon the surface; you have only to dig 
for it , here around the old homestead and its 
attachments, and that is cheaper than emigration . 
12 Ibid ., 467. 
13 I bid ., 467 . 
There is no need of your breaking t~e tenth 
command ment in thinking of the crops of the 
grand prairie . 
There was the inevitable Yankee revulsion against the 
14 
supposed waste of l'Vestern cultivation. Western fanners were 
assumed to be ruthless soil r obbers who had "stripped the 
surface of its richness as their ancestors the rings from 
the ears and noses of the aborigines". SUch a system could 
not appeal t o industrius and efficient eastern farmers 
but a "lazy, shiftless, fanner in Massachusetts must either 
15 
move est or starve". On the other hand, the concientious 
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secretary of a western state agricultural society reported 
that "Many have deserted the fields of the East - where ince-
ssant watchfulness, and the use of all known appliances for 
fertilizing the soil are demanded to raise a crop - and have 
found here, upon the r ich prairies, quick remuneration for 
16 
intelligent labor." 
14 Transactions of the Connecticut Agricultural Society, 1858, 
p. 223, For similar arguments see also, New ~and Farmer, 
VIII, 567, 568, IX, 155; The American Agricul ist, XXVIII, 
50; Transactions of the New York State Agricultural Society, 
1860, PP• 503, 595, 596, 1861, PP• 57, 58, 240, 242, 1864, P• 537, 
1868, p. 442; Abstracts of Agricultural So cieties (Mass. 
Board of Agriculture), 1864, pp. 21, 31, 1868, p. 76. 
15 Abstracts of Agricultural Soc ieties (Mass. Board of 
Agriculture), 1867, p. 49; 1869, p. 67,68; Annual Report of 
the Mas s . Board of Agriculture, 1867, p.9; Transactions of 
the New York State AgricultUral Society 1860, p. 37; 1865, p. 
439; The American Agriculturist, vol. XXV, p. 12; Harper's 
New Monthly Magazine, vol. XXXVI, p. 201. 
16 Report of the Iowa State Agricultural Society, 1868, p.5. 
See also Report of the Ohio State Board of Agriculture, 1862,p.2 . 
The industrial East, especially New England, was 
becoming anxious for the future of its food supply. Already 
by the later fifties there were warnings that the reliance 
upon ch eap western grain was precarious, as the operation 
of the law of diminishing returns brought an ever-increasing 
cost of production and as the newer regions utilized larger 
17 
proportions of raw material in their manufactures. A rounded-
out economy was held to be essential for regional and State 
prosperity and security. Politically and socially, as well 
as ec onomically, it was highly desirable that there should 
be a proper balance of rural and urban life. There was still 
18 
the confidence that such a balanced economy was possible. 
Still more aggressive was the western diversification 
struggle. The est, as it emerged from the frontier stage, 
~as increasingly conscious o~ its dependence upon eastern 
transportation, middlemen, and manufactures . Typical of this 
feeling 1~s Senator Timothy 0. Howe's assertion in 1862: 
Every railroad grant you have made has 
been for the purpose and has had the practical 
effect of just linking the new States to the 
old Ones. That is the effect you wanted them to 
hav e, and it is the effect they ought to have; 
but it has made the Whole Northwest and the 
whole est but little more than a province of 
New York. 19 
17 Transactions of the Connecticut State Agricultural Society, 
1859, PP• 71-75 . 
18 Ross, Sectionalism, op. cit., 473. 
19 Cong. Globe, 37 Cong., 2 Sess ., 2626. 
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Throughout this period the prairie West felt sorely 
grieved that its good money should go in such large amounts 
to the eastern manufacturer for far m tools, machinery , fum-
iture, and other essentials . \Vhy not produce these articles 
better and cheaper and secure the advantage of the home mar-
ket? The president of the Michigan State Agricultural Society 
was convinced that the people of the entire West had too 
188 
long been contr ibuting to New England for products of industry . 
"Possessing , as we do, almost every element necessary to a 
successful competition with the manufacturing East , it is 
20 
high time we as s ert and maintai n o ur true position . " 
Party rivalry occasioned tremendous sectional frtiction 
between the East and the West . The presidential election of 
1860 was predominantly a western campaign . Such dominance 
was a hard blow to the pride of the free - sailers . There were 
21 
serious threats of disaffection. While Lincoln 1JVas able to 
establish his place as party leader, to sue h men as Sumner 
and the Adamses, he remained the uncouth esterner , out 
of place in the White House . The selection of Andrew Johnson, 
the pioneer champion o f the Homestead Law , as Lincoln's 
running-mate in 1864 , "in place of a true and tried New Eng-
lander , and his consequent succession might well have led to 
20 R~ort of the Michigan State Board of Agriculture , 1867, 
p. 37 • 
21 Rhodes, II , 472 . 
a direct struggle along the old lines m~ the issues of 
22 
southern reconstruction had not intervened . " 
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Military participation in the Civil War was not generally 
regarded as the United States versus the Co~ederacy . Rival 
sectional interests add ed to the complications of the Saates 1 
23 
Rights basis of the Union Army . Sectional sel~-consciousness 
was marked; there was a lack of fully nationalized spirit 
in the army. Such terms as "yankeestt and "westerners" , show 
the nice distinctions made. Each section was convinced o~ 
24 
the superiority o~ its recruits. 
Least tangible, b ut none the less real, were cultural 
di~ ferences. The East assumed itself to be the source o~ 
national intelligence, the fountain-head o~ all that was 
distinctive in American culture. The"barbarians" beyond the 
25 
mountains could contribute nothing of note. The eastern 
spokesmen maintained that they had a monopoly o~ creative 
leadership: "Has the West", they asked, 11 ever produced the 
equal of Banjamin Franklin? Where in the West is there the 
equal of Charles Sumner , such an orator as Wendell Phillips , 
such a poet as Whittier, such a divine as Dr, Bacon? Where 
such names as Jonathan Edwards, Webster, Everett, and Rufus 
22 Ross , Sectionalism , op. cit . ,480. 
23 Fred Shannon , 11 State Rights and the Union Army", The 
Mississippi Valley Historical Review , XII , 51-71 ; J .-n:-Hicks, 
"1'he Organ~zat1.on of the Volunteer Army in 1861 with Special 
Re~erence to Minnesota" , Minnesota History Bulletin, II, pp . 
324-368 . 
24 Ross, Sectionalism,op . cit ., 486 . 
25 Ibid. , 492-493 . 
26 
Choate?" 
On the other hand, with the growth of western self-
consciousness, the claim was made, not merely that the 
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section had great cultural possibilities , but that it was 
developing the only tr,· uly American culture . Eastern culture 
was merely a reflection of the old World, but in the great 
free West a wholly native product was evolving . A typical son 
of the Mississippi Valley exulted: 11 We are rearing the typ-
ical Americans , the Wester n Yankee , if you choose to call 
him so, the man of grit, the man of nerve , the man of broad 
and literal views , the man of tolerance of opinion, the man 
of energy , the man who will some day dominate this empire of 
27 
ours . " 
There was also the question of public ethics . Each 
section emphasized its moral standards to the disparagement 
of the other . Eastern writers pointed to their established 
moral codes and highly developed religious institutions , 
in contrast t o the immoral , godless ways of the frontier. 
Reports of home missionary boards were cited to prove the 
lack of facilities and opportunities for worship and the 
28 
moral depravity of their "fields" . 
26 Cultivator and Country Gentleman, XXVIII , 19 . 
27 Ross , Sectionalism, op . cit ., 496 . 
28 Cultivator and Country Gentleman, XXVIII, 19 . 
Frontier religion was famous for its flexibility of 
doctrine, i nformality of ritual, and emotional excess. 
When organized religion came int o the West, it was repres-
ented as marking the climax of the new region's dependence 
upon the older. "Eastern minds", it was said, "have in a 
great measure given the ,est its intellectual power. Eastern 
capital has built its railroads, and to a very great extent 
Eastern charity has given to the West the gospel. Let the 
29 
West remember this, and not boast herself over the East" . 
Virtue, furthermore, was regarded as entirely regional . 
'estern spokesmen had a telling appeal in the purity of 
simple rural life as contrasted with the dissipations of 
high society in decadent centers of wealth. To all the 
elaborate denunciations of western wickedness there was the 
devastating rejoinder, "the honest people are all est ••• • 
They cannot live East among the reseals." In religious wor-
ship there might be a lack of "cushioned pews and guilded 
altars", "but there was more of the true spirit of devotion 
in the West" . In place of a narrow denominationalism there 
was a broad, tolerant, spir it, less of an insistence upon 
d octr inal niceties but more applied Christainity, more of a 
30 
"social gospel". 
29 Ibid. , 19. 
30 Ib1d., XXVII, 386, 402. 
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There was on both sides a tone of condescension that in 
th e long run made more for estrangement than did frank,open 
disagreement . Eastern ignorance of western problems was not-
orious. On March 4, 1865 the Prairie Farmer in an editorial 
on "Eastern ignorance of the West ", while deploring the exist-
ing condition of eastern misunderstanding, found hope in the 
results that developing communication was certain to bring 
about . It loolced forward "to a time not far distant , when we 
of th e West shall no longer be looked upon as the ' outside 
31 
barbarians 1 that too many of our friends now regard us" . 
Eastern "superiority" is seen in the lllf.ri tings of Ralph 
Waldo Enerson , ·who viewed his western audiences according to 
New England standards . He found "well-disposed, kindly people 
among those sinewy farmers of the North , but in all that is 
192 
called cultivation they are only ten years old ." At Evanston, 
Illinois, he wrote, they had a college , "a thriving institution , 
which unfortunately blew down one night - but I believe they 
raised it again the next day , o r built another, and no 
32 
doubt in a few weeks it will eclipse Cambridge and Yalen . 
There were manifold evidences of conflicting material , 
political and cultural interests between the East and the West. 
31 Ross , Sectionalism, op. cit., 500 . 
32 Emerson , Journal, IX, 3,7,76. 
So historically notable was western sectionalism that an 
uncritical English writer was led to say that the Civil War 
"was thus not only a victory of North over South but also of 
33 
est over East" . 
Hence, during the Civil War epoch , there was a tremendous 
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sectional riv alry b etween the East and the West . That rivalry 
not on ly made the northern victory more difficult , it also 
retarded the passage of many laws which originally would 
have been regarded as truly national in scope . The struggle 
for the land grant college measur e can be accurately appra-
ised on ly in the light of politics and economics with especial 
reference to sectionalism . 
33 Hollis, The American Heresy , 175- 176, as quoted in Ross , 
Sectionalism, op . cit ., pages 505-506 . 
CHAPTER XIII 
SOMETHING FOR AGRICULTUREl 
During the ~irst half o~ the nineteenth century , the 
drain of population into the West , together with the declining 
land values and abandoned farms of the East, aroused an int-
er est in agriculture r ooted in the fUndamental instinct 
1 
of sel~-preservation . By 1840 , nearly all of the states had 
2 
their "boards of agriculture" . Meanwhile , editors of agri-
cultural journals were advocating the formation of a nat-
3 
ional agricultural society . In 1841 , Solon Robinson presid-
ed at a preliminary meeting held in Washington, D.C . for that 
4 
purpose , 
Vfuile agricultural philosophers deemed it practicable 
to as s ist the farmer thr ough professional meetings , most 
leaders sought t o help the tillers of the soil through an 
appropriation of free land s . The struggle for homestead leg-
islation is the crux of nineteenth century public land policy . 
5 
And the key to any study of the public lands is sectionalism. 
The older states regarded the West as a mother views a son 
6 
who has left h orne. _\lthough the recent pioneers admitted 
1 Craven , op . cit ., 103 . 
2 Carrier, op . cit ., 279 . 
3 Cultivator , October, 1841 . 
4 Dlctlonary of American Biography {N.Y., 1935) , XVI, 51 : H. A. 
Kellar, ed ., Solon Robinson , Pioneer and Agriculturist 
(Indianapolis , 1936) , I, 25- 26 , 87-94 , 152-1 56 , 164 - 168, 207-
212 , 239- 240 , 265- 272 , 281 , 290 . 
5 Frederick Jackson Turner , Rise o~ the New West (N . Y., 1918) , 
78 f:f . 
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6 George M. Stephenson , The Political History of the Public Lands (Bos;on, 1917) , 20 . 
that the old states had some rights to the lands, they bel-
iev ed it was to the interest of all sections to settle the 
7 
new territories as soon as possible with industrious farmers. 
The Eastern farmer, however, felt the pinch when the call of 
cheap land attracted his sons and neighbors to the West and 
the competition of Western lands and products reduced the 
8 
value of his farm and lol•Jered the prices of his crops . 
195 
The West before 1850 was not a voting unit on questions 
of public land policy . On specific propositions the interests 
of the estern states and of individuals within those states 
clashed. For example, as a general rule, the West was hostile 
to the policy of issuing land warrants to soldiers, but 
there were many pioneers who had accumulated a little capital 
who eagerly grasped the opportunity of purchasing warrants 
9 
at reduced prices from speculators . The Western farmer was 
an extreme individualist. When aid to railroads in the form 
of grants of public land "meant more money in his pocket by 
increasing the value of his land, and securing better markets, 
10 
he was anxious to put it through . " It depended upon what 
disposition was made of land grants as to ~hether or not 
11 
he would be for or against the legislation involved. 
7 New York Weekly Tribune, May 15, 1852. 
8 stephenson , op . cit. , 24. 
9 Ibid ., 97 . 
10 Ibid. , 97 . 
11 !bid., 97-98 . 
During the eighteen forties , several land reformers 
carried a propaganda campaign through the National Reform 
Association , the avowed purpose of which was to make the 
12 
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public lands free only to actual settlers . Scores of petit-
13 
ions poured into Congress in favor of this new proposition. 
Horace Greeley gave the movement great impetus through the 
Tribune , in which he ran editorials entitled "Vote Yourself 
14 
a Farm" . 
The West wanted a law passed by Congress which would 
"blot out ••• speculation by reserving all public lands for 
15 
actual settlers" . Such a law was allegedly passed in the 
Pre-emption Act of 1841 which "gave a preference to the 
actual settler over other purchasers without any consider-
16 
able sacr ifices of revenue ." 
After the passage of several bills tending in the direct-
ion of free homesteads, Felix Grundy McConnell of Alabama , 
on January 9, 1846 , gave notice of his intention to introd-
uce a bill giving to every white man one hundred and sixty 
17 
acres of land "provided he would work it". Exactly two 
months later, Senator Andrew Johnson asked leave to int~­
duce a bill to authorize every poor man in the United States 
12 Ibid. ,101 . 
13 Working Man ' s Advocate , April 6, 1844 · 
14 Gong . Gl obe , 32 Gong ., 2 Sess ., 1094- 1095 . 
15 stephenson , op . cit ., 72 , 111 . 
16 Ibid ., 115 . 
17 Cong . Globe, 29 Gong., 1 Sess ., 172 . 
who was at the head of a family to enter one hundred and 
sixty acres of the public d omain 11 without money and with-
18 
out price" . 
Congressmen from the old states supported military 
bounties as a counterproposition to homestead and rail-
road grants because homesteads would withdraw their popul-
ations, and railroad grants "oould aid the farmer in the 
19 
further development of the new sections .. . 
On the other hand, there were many Easterners who belie-
ved that a grant of lands t o railroads would reimburse the 
government by enabling it to secure a higher price for the 
sections primarily regarded because of their distances from 
20 
adequate transportation . This argument was not thoroughly 
understood by the farmers . They objected to the payment of 
21 
$2 . 50 for lands formerly obtainable at $1 . 25 an acre . Agri-
culture appeared to be taxed for the benefit of capitalists 
who "toil not, neither do they spin". To the farmers who had 
always considered that $1 . 25 per acre was too expensive a 
price to pay for lands, the idea of paying doub~e that 
amount to corporations "who have neither bodies to die or 
22 
souls to damn'' was exceed ingly unpalatable. 
18 Ibid .,472 . 
19 Stephenson, op . cit., 120-121 . 
20 Ibid., 122. 
21 Ib1d. , 122 . 
22Cong . Globe, 34 Cong., 1 Sess., 93. 
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Actual settlers received special consideration on 
December 31 , 1849, when Walker of Wisconsin gave notice of a 
bill to cede the public lands to the states in which they lay , 
upon condition that ~hey be sold only to actual occupants merely 
23 
for the cost of transfer . 
Ten months later , the Oregon Bill was enacted into 
law . It provided that every settler in the Oregon Territory , 
eighteen years of age or over , who was a citizen of the 
United States should receive free of charge three hundred 
and twenty acres of land if smngle , or six hundred and forty 
acres if married , on condition of four years residence 
24 
and c ultivatio n . 
While the struggle for free lands for actual settlers was 
going on, agricultural leaders were making arrangements to 
create a new United States Agricultural Society . This organ-
ization resulted from a resolution passed by the Massachu-
25 
setts Board of Agriculture . The resolution was endorsed by 
eleven similar boards . The several states organizations were 
invited to send delegates to a meeting in Washington , D.C . 
23 Cong. Globe , 31 Cong., 1 Sess ., 93 . (One December 27,1849, 
Senator Stephen A. Douglas pres ented a bill to give one hun-
dred and sixty acres of public land to any head of a family 
or widow who would occupy and cultivate them for four years . 
-A . C. Cole, The Irrepressible Conflict (N . Y., 1928} , 118 . } 
24 Statutes at Large , IX, 496 ff . 
25 Carri er , op . cit. , 279 - 280 . 
The response was favorable, and one hundred and fifty three 
delegates from twenty three states met on Junel4, 1852, to 
26 
draw up a formal organization. Among the delegates present 
were several members of Congress, includ ing Douglas of 
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Illinois, and Rush of Texas. President Fillmore and Secretary 
of State ebster were also in attendance. The venerable 
George Washington Parke Custis of Arlingto n House, Virginia, 
served as a pioneer organizer; and Marshall P . Wilder of 
27 
Massachusetts as ~umed leadership from the first meeting. The 
objects of the society were to "improve the agriculture of 
the country, by confirming the efforts of that great class 
composing the agricultural community, and to secure and 
28 
••• extend usefulness among all ••• agricultural societies." 
The first annual meeting took place at Washington on 
Feb ruary 2, 1853· Th ese confer ences were often attended 
by the President of th e United States, heads of departments, 
and several of the most distinguished members of Congress. 
Men from almost every state in the Union assembled to discuss 
agricultural improvem ent, to hear lectures, to examine new 
th eories, and to exch nage opinions. Colonel Wilder served 
as President of the United States Agricultural Society for 
29 
more than six years . 
26 Ibid. , 280 . 
27 Ibid., 280. 
28 Report of the Commissioner of Patents for the Year 1859: 
A~icultUfe (Wash~gton, 1860), 25. 
2 Ibid., 25. 
President Wilder was vitally interested in agricultural 
30 
education. There were also other leaders of the organization 
who desired farm schools and proposed to d o something about 
getting them. Judge w. F . M. Arny of Kansas presented a 
famous agricultural college resolution at the annula meeting 
31 
of the United States Agric ultural Society in January , 1856. 
After a short discussion, the reso lution was referred to 
a committee for consideration . At the next annual meeting in 
January , 1857, the committee failed to report, and delegate 
John Jones of Delaware called up the resolution. There was 
a heated debate, in which some of the most influential mem-
bers of the Society"arose in opposition on the ground that it 
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~as not likely that Congress would respond to such an unreason-
32 
able request" . Others thought that such institutions could 
not overcome the apathy of the people "for Whose benefit they 
were designed and that no good could come of them even if 
33 
Congress made the appropriation" . After an amendment by 
Judge Amy to include the territories as well as the states 
the resolution carried by a majority of three. It was voted 
34 
to bring the Resolution befor e Congress. 
Although there is evidence of activity on the part of 
the United States Agric ultural Society d uring the time that 
30 Ross, Democracy ' s College, op . cit. , 55. 
31 Carrier, op. cit . , 282 . 
32 Ibid ., 282 . 
33 !b id ., 282 . 
34 u. s . Agricultural Soc iety, Journal , IV , 22-23 . 
Morrill 's Bill was before Congress, both in the form of 
resolutions and by personal solicitation of Congressmen in 
favor of its passage, Lyman Carrier seems to be exaggerating 
when he says 11 The evidence l!\OUld ••• seem to justify the 
conclusion that without the support given to the bill by ••• 
the United States Agricultural Society there would have been 
35 
little ••• likelihood of its passage" . On the contrary, 
although Marshall Wilder and his colleagues were a tremendous 
help to Mr. Morrill, the pass age of the land grant measure 
can be accounted for only through a careful analysis of the 
political and economic problems prevalent in 1862 . 
Among the economic problems of the agrarian population 
VI78S that concerned with 11 Graduation". As far back as 1826 
Th omas Hart Benton had introduced the idea into Congress. 
His persistent bills along that line appear in the annals of 
the national legislatur e consistently for more than twenty 
years. From about 1848, Representative Williamson Cobb of 
36 
Alabama sponsored "Graduation" . The final Graduation bill 
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provided that lands, which had been in the market for over ten 
years, should be sold at a dollar per acre, fifteen years at 
twenty-five cents, and thirty years at twelve and a half cents. 
35 Carrier, op. cit., 283-284. 
36 Stephenson, op. cit., 186. 
A person applying was required to sign an affidavit that 
he would enter these lands for the purpose of actual settle-
ment and that he '~uld acquire under the act not more than 
37 
three hundred twenty acres. 
Although many leaders from the Cotton Kingdom favored 
"Grad uation", the general attitude of the South ·was that of 
38 
almost unbroken hostility. The land reformers were also 
emphatically against it. According to Mr. Greeley, the idea 
offers a direct bounty to improvidence. Besides this evil he 
declared that "Graduation" would be a great boon to the 
39 
speculator. If it were put into effect, it would destroy 
homesteading, he thought, because it favored the absorption 
40 
of lands in large tracts by extensive proprietors. Outside 
202 
of the land speculators and men like Hamlin of Maine who bel-
ieved that "Graduation" l'VOUld be good for the est, it is "safe 
to say that the incentive to migration which cheap lands 
41 
:ould give turned the East away" from the idea. The bill 
passed Congress on ugust 3, 1854, largely by the aid of 
42 
estern votes. 
Meanwhile, the Homestead Bill was being discussed over 
and over again both in and out of Congress. Upon every 
37 Statutes at Large, X, 574. 
38 Stephenson, ol. cit., 128, 188. 
39 New York eek y Tribune, July 25, 1846: January 24, 1852: 
January 1, 1853: December 25, 1847. 
40 New York Semi-weekly Tribune, April 14, 1854. 
41 Stephenson, o~. cit., 128 ff; 188 ff. 
42 Ibid ., 129-1 0: Gong. Globe, 33 Gong., 1 Sess., 2202-2204. 
occasion 'there was always a sectional antidote. In January 
1859, Slidell of Louisiana introduced a bill known as the 
$30 , 000 , 000 Bill, £or an appropriation looking toward the 
43 
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acquisition of CUba by negotiation. Thereupon Senator Wade said: 
I am very glad • • • that this question has ••• 
come up: I am glad • •• that it has been antagonized 
with this nigger question . (Laughter) We 
are "shi verint:s in the vdnd" , are we . • • over 
your Cuba question? You may have occasion 
to shiver on that question before you are 
throug h with it • Now, sir, I have been 
trying here for nearly a month to get a 
straight-farward vote upon this great 
measure (Homestead Bill) o£ land to the 
landless . I glory in that measure . It is 
the greatest thing th at ever has come 
before the American Senate , and it has 
now come so that t here is no dodging it. 
The question will be, shall we give niggers 
to the niggerless, or land t o the landless? 44 
On February 1 , 1859 , the House vote was 120 for the Hones-
tead Bill and 76 against it . A £ew days later , the Senate vote 
was 28 to 28 , and Vice President Breckenridge defeated the 
45 
measure b y voting against it • In the House only seven 
negative votes came fr om the £ree states , and only £ive 
affirmative votes were cast by the slave states • In the 
Senate the negative votes were all Democratic and all but 
46 
seven were from the slave states . Seventeen months later, the 
43 Cong. Globe, 35 Cong., 2 Sess . (January 10, 1859) , 277 . 
44 Ibid ., 1326 , 1351-1363 . 
45 Ibid ., 1326 , 1351-1363 . 
46 Ibi d., 1076 . 
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Homestead Bill passed the House by a vote of 115 to 51 and the 
47 
Senate 36 to 2 . On June 22 , 1860 , President Buchanan vetoed 
48 
it three days before the final ad journment of Congress . 
The Civil War gave birth to unforseen problems connected 
49 
with the administration of the public domain . Eastern Rep-
ublicans who had been warm supporters of homesteading now 
claimed that the f inancial exigencies of the government 
demanded th at the public lands should be reserved on the 
50 
basis of credit . Justin s . Morrill, speaking in the House of 
Representatives on December 18 , 1861 said , "Public lands 
are a resource that is relied upon as a securi ty for the pay-
ment of our public debt . Let us see ~heth er '~e can pay all • •• 
demands befor e we become lavish with gifts . r • •• believe that 
the passage of so sweeping a measure at this time would cripple 
our resources ••• and would have a very baneful effect on •• • 
51 
the Treasury •• • • " Furthermore, when Senator Harlan introduced 
his version of the Homestead Bill , the question of land bounties 
for soldier s seemed to interfere with its passage, It ,vas 
argued that if a Homestead l aw went into effect at once, it 
would give those persons who declined to get into the Army an 
undue advantage over those who entered the service . Soldiers 
52 
were favored by the Bounty Law of July 22, 1861 . 
~~ ~~id ., 36 Cong ., 1 Sess. , 3159-3179. 
48 Richardso n, op . cit ., v, 608- 614 . 
49 Stephenson, op . cit ., 240 . 
50 Ibid . , 240 . 
51 Cong. Globe , 37 Cong . , 2 Sess., 136 . 
52 !bid ., 1032-1034 . ) 
The Republican Party leaders had no balanced program 
for agriculture. Opportunism had long si nee replaced agrarian 
idealism, and the varia us planks in the platform were now 
53 
emphasized according to their vote attraction. The Homestead 
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Bill had been the only agric ultur al measure of sufficiently 
definite d emand to get a place in the Republican Party Platform 
of 1860 , and this declaration had been more than counter-
balanced by demands for the Pacific railroad, liberal immigration, 
54 
and increased protection . 
President Lincoln was "not suited either by his method 
of party leadership or by his personal predilection to become 
an agrarian champion against rival groups . u For years he had 
"been committed to the old -line Whig theory of legislative 
55 
initiative •• • with the minimum of executive advice • ••• " 
Personally indifferent to the attractions of 
rural ••• life ••• not especially enthusiastic 
for the new program . As an Illinois legislator 
and Congressman he supported all the varied 
proposals and now like most people of his 
state favored homesteads , especially after 
Buchanan ' s veto had gi ven the issue especial 
availability . With his states' claim of prior-
ity in the industrial education agitation, 
he had in common with Tiougles, given rather 
offgand assurance of his consent of a grant 
for that purpose . Rather conventionally too , 
in his first message he endorsed verbatim the 
recom mendation of his Secretary of the Int-
erior for an agric ultural bureau in t hat 
department, thus lend ing strong suppoet to 
the eastern conservatives who sought a 
restricted establishment . 56 
53 Earl e D. Ross , "The Civil War Agricultural New Deal", Social 
Forces , XV , (1936-1937) , 98 . 
54 !bid.' 98 . 
55 ! bid. , 98 . 
56 !bid ., 98- 99 . 
Lincoln's actions were not condemned by the average 
farmerm whose attitude was dramatically gummarized in the 
57 
words, 11 For God's sake, let us alone • 11 Dlring the Civil Vfar 
era the concern "was still with exploitive and extensive 
opportunities rath er than with conserving and stabilizing 
safeguards, with corresponding emphasis upon individual 
rather than on group determination. 11 In a word, "the farmer 
58 
vvas land conscious but not class conscious." Even agrarian 
reformers "had no inclusive purpose but constituted more 
or less united and ef fective groups of agitation for special 
objectives rather than a compact farm bloc committed to the 
59 
security of the occupation as a whole ." 
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Among the demands of certain reformers was th at for a new 
bureau of agriculture. This "was launched tmder political 
rather than scientific auspic·es with an amiable but pleasant, 
incompetent, politically sch eming gardener at its head u . All 
scientists were neglected or dismissed. Its "appeal to the 
60 
actual cultivator remained many years in the fu:t:ure 11 • 
57 Ibid. , 99. 
58 Ibid., 99. 
59 Ibid., 99. 
60 Ibid., 100-101. ( fuere is our agricultural d apartment?" 
demanded Representative Newton of Ohio in 1852. "Pent up in 
the cellar of the Patent Off ice, and cannot be found at mid-
day without a candle; and when found , a single clerk, strugg-
ling to get up the report." - Cong. Globe, April 20, 1852: 
National Intelligencer, May 6, 1852.) 
Hence "the dominating ruggedcind ivid ualism" and 
exploitative attitude "imposed an insuperable inertia to 
61 
the effective application of social politics". But there 
were other :factors involved. The South, jealous o:f rapidly 
developing free states and helpless in competition with 
the North in the rush to t he territorues, bitterly opposed 
62 
the Homestead Bill after 1857. "I:f the question be asked 
why, in the :f ace of an over\'\helming sentiment in the West 
and strong pressure in the East in its favor, a homestead 
law was not placed upon the statutes until 1862, "the answer 
must be that this movement :for free lands was neutralized by 
the opposition of those who voted :for "land warrants and 
grants to railways, vvo rlcing in combination with the Southern 
63 
slaveocracy" . One can not "understand the land question 
of the Civil ar era l~thout seeing its relation to the 
struggle of sections and classes bid ding against each other 
and finding in the public d omain a most important topic 
64 
of political bargaining." 
In summa~tzing the influence o:f the legislation o:f 
the Civil Wro period on the development o:f American agri-
culture, one .nust say th at it was "ill-considered, s el:fishly 
61 Ibid ., 104. 
62 Stephenson, op . cit. , 125-173. 
63 Ibid., 126. 
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64 Frederick Jackson Turner, "Social Forces in American History'' , 
American Historical Review, XVI , 229 . 
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65 
conceived, partisan in spirit . " Questions of constitutionality 
and sectionalism far outweighed considerations of social 
welfare. The ultimate passage of truly agrarian reform 
measures could be accomplished only after the dissenting 
elements had been r emoved by Congress . The Republican 
Party seemed to be held together by the belief that govern-
ment exists "for the protection and financial benefit 11 of 
th ose who control it . Government then gave the impression 
that its chief aim was the promotion of certain cliques who , 
by m eans of legislation, might pr ofit at the expense of 
66 
the entire nation . The Land Grant College Act of 1862 can 
not be understood except in the light of these facts . 
65 Arnold Tilden, The Legislation of the Civil-War Period 
Considered as a Basis o f the Agricultural Revolution in 
the United states (Los Angeles, 1937), 145 · 
66 Ibid ., 145 . 
CHAPTER. XIV 
THE MORRILL ACT OF 1862 
On December 9, 1861, a week after the convening of 
th e Thirty Seventh Congress, Mr . Morrill gave notice that 
he would introduce a bill in the House of Representatives 
ttdonating lands to such states as shall establish ccilleges 
1 
for the benefit of agriculture and the mechanic arts" . 
Seven days later, he introduced the bill(H. R.l38), and it 
2 
was referred to the Committee on Public Lands . That group 
was by no means the same Committee on Public Lands that had 
considered Mr. Morrill's bill two Congresses b efore. Its 
composition had been altered by the vicissitudes of two 
elections and the whims of two successive speakers, and 
its membersh ip had f elt the d isappearance of the first 
party from national af fairs and the rise of another party 
out of obscurity into prominence in the House. More than 
209 
nominating conventions and electoral campaigns had changed 
the occupants of the committee chairs; half of the men who 
four years earlier had f aced the chairman were now addressing 
another Congress or were leading a hostile army in battle. 
1 Cony• Globe ., 37 Cong., 2 Sess., 33· 
2 Ih a. , 33 · 
Yet , despite these changed conditions, the Committee 
on Public Lands of the Thirty Seventh Congress held the 
same unf avorable opinion of federal grants for agricul-
tural education as had its predecessor when the Whig Party 
still held national conventions and the Senators from the 
deep South still came to the national capitol . The Committee 
ordered its chairman, Representative Potter of Wisconsin , 
3 
to report the Morrill Bill adversely . When , on May 29, 1862 , 
Mr . Potter presented his report to the House , Mr . Morrill did 
not, as he had done under similar circumstances in the Thirty 
Fifth Congress, endeavor to secure consideration of the bill . 
The reason for his inaction this time was that in the Senate 
a favorable report had just been returned on his bill from 
210 
its Committee on Public Lands . Hence it was better parliamentary 
tactics to press the bill in the Upper Chamber where a favorable 
committee report was behind it. In the Thirty Seventh Congress 
the proceedings of the Senate must therefore be considered 
before those of the House . 
The Mor rill Bill (S . 298) was introduced in the Senate 
on May 5, 1862 by its new sponsor, Benjamin Franklin ade of 
4 
Ohio . It was similar in its provisions to the bill Which 
President Buchanan had vetoed in the Thirty Fifth Congress , 
except that the grant to each state was to be thirty thousand 
3 Ibid ., 2432 . (Representative John Fox Potter of Wisconsin 
was a Republican who stood with the western opposition to the 
land grant college bills on grounds of speculation , unfair 
distr ibution, and monopoly . ) 
4 Ibid ., 1938 ff . 
acres for each Senator and Representative instead of twenty 
thousand. On May 16, 1862, the Senate Committee on Public 
Lands, headed by Harlan of Iowa, reported the bill favorably 
5 
with amendments. This was the only favorable committee report 
which the bill ever received in either branch of Congress. It 
was three days later that the Senate, on a motion from Sen-
6 
ator Wade, first took up consideration of the measure. Some 
amendments recornnended by the Committee on Public Lands were 
adopted, and then Senator Lane of Kansas requested that the 
7 
bill be laid aside . Certain provisions of the bill were of 
great importance to Kansas, and he wished to examine the bill 
carefully.Although Senator Wade pointed out that the bill l~S 
the same as passed three years earlier with the support of 
one senator from Kansas, Senator Lane still insisted upon 
8 
his right t o examine the bill . 
On May 21, 1862, the bill came up in the morning hour . 
Senator Wade again said that he hoped the measure would be 
passed immediately, sine e it needed no discusmmon . Senator 
5 Ibid.,l950 ff. (It will.be remembered that Harlan had supp-
orted the first Morrill bill. James Harlan had an interesting 
career. Besides serving in the United States Senate he was 
to be Secretary of the Interior under President Johnson, 1865-
1866, and later Presiding Judge of the Court of Commissioners 
of "Alabama Claimsn from 1882 to 1865.- Biographical Direct-
ory of the American Congress ,l774-1927(Washington, 1928),1062 . 
6 Ibid., 2187 . 
7 Ibid., 2187. (James H. Lane was the first man to represent 
"bleeding Kansas"in the Senate. This magnetic little known 
Jayhawker controlled Kansas politics for years and became 
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one of Lincoln's strongest advocates. Threatened with Congre-
ssional exposure of cor rupt transactions, this so-called 
"dangerous man" committed suicide in 1866.- Leverett w. Spring, 
"The Career of a Kansas Politician", American Historical Review 
IV, October, 1898,) 80-104: Ed~~rd Channing, History of the 
United States, V, 169.) 
8 Ibid., 2187. 
Lane thereupon offered an amendment l"'lhich would have 
prevented purchasers of scrip from locating lands within 
states, although they would be able to locate them in terr-
ito ries . He supported the amendm ent by a long speech in 
which he claimed that the bill as introduced by Wrr Morrill 
would throw into the hands of non-residents every foot o f 
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available public land in Kansas before that state could select 
9 
its own school lands . His fellow Senator from Kansas , Samuel 
Clarke Pomeroy , in the belief that Kansas had not yet arrived 
10 
a just share of free government lands , supported Lane ' s argument . 
The next day , the indef atigable ade moved that the Sen-
11 
ate postpone all prior orders and take up the Morrill Bill . 
He stated his belief that it would pass without objection 
12 
and "will not take a moment ". Evidence of the persistence of 
"Old Ben" is seen in the remarks of Senator Henry Wilson of 
Massachusetts who said , "I believe we are entitled to have 
the morning hour for morning busines~ . I have given way 
13 
to th e Senator three mornings on that very bill . 11 
Senator Lane spoke again . He was certain that the bill 
in question was the most iniquitous measure ever perpetrated 
against the rfest . According to him , the Morrill Bill would not 
9 Ibid . , 2247 ff . 
10 Ibi d ., 2247 ff . 
11 Ibid ., 2275 · 
12 Ibid . , 2275 . 
13 Ibid ., 2275 . 
only ruin Kansas , it would thfYcrrt important national legis-
14 
lation . He was sure that the Pacific Railroad Bill and the 
Homestead Bill would be invalidated. He was even afraid 
that Morrill's measure would enable freed negro slaves to 
overrun Kansas: 
The Senator from Ohio , in the morning 
hour, proposes to pass a bill which gives 
to the State of Virginia, to the State of 
maryland , to the State of South Carolina, 
and to every slave State in the United States 
land script which may be entered by manumitted slaves 
in the State that I have the honor in part to 
represent. All the State has to do is to 
assign the land scrip , and here come their 
manumitted slaves .... 15 
Then h e castigated the bill as promoting not education 
but fraud . 
In it is a contradiction of the homestead 
provision . My understanding has been that the 
wealth of the locality is to educate the child-
ren of that locality. By the provision of this 
bill •• • you say to the l aboring white man who 
has no land, "You can have the land but before 
you get it , you must establish and maintain 
an agricultural college . " 
Chairman Harlan replied to Senator Lane as follows: 
the bill is not an unfair bill • •• it will work 
no damage to the new States ••• it will work 
no peculiar disadvantage or wrong to the State 
of Kansas . I think it can be shown from the 
Statutes as they now stand that Kansas has 
14 Ibid ., 2275 . 
15 Ibid ., 2275-2276 . 
16 Ibid ., 2275-2276 . 
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16 
not been illiberally deal t with , but has 
been very liberally provid ed for in the 
way of public lands . 
Senator Morton s. Wilkinson of Minnesota then spoke 
17 
against the bill . He said that he approved of the motives of 
the Land Grant College Bill, but that he opposed the measure 
because of speculation . 
It will put scrip , calling for nine millions 
two hundred and seventy thousand acres of land 
into the hands of land speculators , who, con-
sulting their own interests only, will locate 
it upon the most valuable public lands of the 
est, and hold it until it is made valuable 
thr ough the labors of the settlers who occupy 
lands adjacent to it . 18 
ilkinson was tremendously concerned about fraud , 
monopoly , and speculation . He continued : 
it is said that the Government now has a 
vast amount of unoccupied and unapproated 
public land , amounting to more than one 
thousand millions of acres , and that the 
amount appropriated by this bill, being a 
little less than ten millions of acres, is 
comparatively trivial . This is true ~f the 
amount herein appropriated could be equally 
distributed , as the common school lands are 
distributed. But , Sir , this will not be the 
case . The scrip authorized by this bill will 
pass into the hands of speculators, a 
remorseless class of vampires , who care 
little for the common property of the 
17 Ibid ., 2276 . (At one time Harlan 1~s Superintendent of 
Publ ic Instruction at Iowa City, and after that he was Pres-
ident of Iowa eselyan University . - Biographical Directory 
of American Congress , 165 ff . 
18 Ibid ., 2395 . 
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country, and still less for the cause of 
ed ucation. 19 
Like Lane, Senato r Wilkinson charged that the Morrill 
Bill could easily destr oy the benefits of the Homestead ct. 
I hoped, when the homestead bill became 
a law, that these operations (speculation 
etc.) would cease; but no sooner does that 
wise measure pass, and before it can take 
effect(January 1, 1863), you introduce 
another scheme in order, if possible, to 
counteract the good effects of the homes-
tead law. 20 
Patriotism is of ten the last refuge of an advocate. It 
is a marvelous cloak of rationalization, for many people 
succumb to its charms. The Senator continued 
We now have six hundred thousand young men 
in the Army; they are likely to be there two 
years. If you issue this scrip, a remorseless 
set of men will go upon every foot of avail-
able ground they can lay their hands on, and 
when these young men are disbanded from the 
Army where will they find homes,where will 
215 
19 Ibid.,2395. (The Milwaukee Sentinelbemoaned the fact that 
lands which might be the basis of prosperous homes would be 
"frittered away" with little advantage to either localities 
or persons except those under the titles of 'Presidents', 
'Professors', etc . - Ross, o~ cit., 64. 
20 Ibid., 2395. (Many men 1 e ilkinson felt that the Morrill 
bill was "but a culminating effort of the old financial centers 
to control the destinies of the new" . One person felt that the 
bill's "sinister designs against the new States 11 \;ere "about on 
a par" with the doings of the "Holy Allies at Vienna 11 • "All 
that remained for c omplete domination was a New York grand 
duke in Kansas, and a Massachusetts viceroy in Minnesota 11 . -
Ross, Democracy's College, 62. 
t they find homesteads? 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
It is an unfair measure to the soldiers 
who might avail themselves of the benefits 
of the homestead law. 
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21 
Speculation was the greatest fear of those who comprised 
the western opposit ion to the Morrill Bill. It was prophesied 
that the speculator's holdings not only would retard local 
government but \~uld force the wide dispersal of population, 
make necessary the extension of highways and railroads into 
thinly populated areas, and raise the costs of local govern-
ment. Furthermore, it would be difficult to collect taxes 
from absentee owners, and as a result the resident proprie-
22 
tors would have an unfair burden of the taxes. 
Speculators had frequently f ound it d esirable to place 
tenants upon their lands to keep them from being plundered and 
to begin ~pro ving them. The West had deeply resented the 
intrusion of an institution it felt to be un-American and 
un-Democratic. "More than anything else the Westerners dis-
liked the fact that it was the improvements made by settlers 
in the vicinity of land o~med by speculators which gave 
value to the speculators' holdings. The speculators' profits, 
whether from rents or sales, were drained off to the East and 
23 
contributed not1hing to western development." 
21 Ibid., 2395. 
22 Gates, Wisconsin Pine Lands, op. cit., 7. 
23 Ibid., • 
There was certainly justification for western concern 
over speculation . The people of the Middle est had b efore 
them the experience of the United States Government which 
the military-bounty land ~~rrants granted to veterans of the 
Mexican War and of various Indian campaigns . "These warrants , 
to the amount of 61 , 228,110 acres , had promptly depreciated 
to as low as 50 cents an acre , although they generally ranged 
in price from 62 cents to $1 . 10 an acre . They quickly passed 
into the hands of dealers who adv ertised them for sale, and 
by the largest propor tion were purchased by speculators 
who entered tracts ranging from 5 , 000 to 100 , 000 acres in 
217 
the states of the upper Mississippi Valley . The scrip granted 
by the agricultural college measure to the eastern states would , 
it was feared, go into the same hands as had the militar y 
land war rants and would make possible fUrther large scale 
24 
speculation in public lands . " 
Regardless of western qualms , on May 30 , 1862 , Senator 
Wade again moved to postpone all prior orders . He demanded 
immediate consideration of the land grant college measure . 
It was Charles Sumner t his time who had something else in 
mind . The Massachusetts Senator thought a resolution calling 
on the War Department for certain papers was more important 
24 Ibid . , 8 . 
than the Morrill Bill . The Vice President asked Mr . Wade to 
withdraw his motion in favor of Mr . SUmner . "Old Ben" replied , 
"No sir , I have withdrawn it so often that I shall never get 
it through unless I stand by it, and I want the Senate to 
dispose of it . " The Senate agreed by a vote of 27 to 9 in 
25 
favor of Mr. Wade's motion . 
Senator Joseph A. Wright of Indiana then spoke against 
th e Morrill Bill . He probably had a better understanding 
218 
26 
of western far m problems than any other member of Congress . 
He had believed for a long time that education was indispen-
sable for improved farming . In 1851, when he was Governor of 
Ind iana, he had urged the establishment of farm schools , 
where experimental farming could be carried on; and where 
27 
training could be given in modern agricultural methods . 
That same year , he had asked his legislature to establish a 
Board of Agr iculture, to which should be appropriated money 
sufficient f or state and local agricultural societies and 
28 
for numerous agricultural fairs . In 1857 , Wright had urged 
that certain funds be used to endow an "Agricultural Profess-
orship" at the State University . The following year, when 
Mlnister to Prussia , he had visited a famous agricultural 
school at Hohenheim, about which he wrote glowing descrip-
25 Cong. Globe, 37 Cong ., 2 Sess ., 2440 . 
26 Gates , o~ . cit ., 126. 
27 Ibid ., r6. 
28 Monticello Prairie Chieftain, January 14, 1851. 
29 
tions in the -Ohio Farmer. But at the peak of his political 
career in 1862, when he was regarded by President Lincoln as 
"the most potent manin the Senate", Wright could not bring 
himself to vote for th e Morrill Bill which, he was convinced 
30 
t~uld create lamentable speculation on the public domain . 
The most interesting argument giv en by Senato r Wright 
concerned the so-called weaker sex. He said: 
If this fund is to be raised in this way, 
I would much rather devote it to the education 
of the females of th e land. Do not be startled 
gentlemen; it is so . Look at the condition of 
your country today; look at your half a million men 
in the Army , with neglected d aughters and sisters 
to be raised and educated. It would much better 
become the Senate of the United States and be much 
more appropriate, if they were providing some means 
by which labor could be furnished to a thousand females 
in this c~ty by means of copying , or something 
else , or in educating the females of the land . 
They must do one of three things ; either go to 
teaching, or sewing, or they must, many of them , 
lead abandoned lives, while you have this immen-
se army in the field . If you have anything to 
give to colleges, you could be much better 
engaged , in devoting this fund to the education 
219 
of the females of the land . 31 
Senator John Sherman of Ohio thought that any extra 
time spent in consideration of the Morrill Bill would be 
~~sted. Since it had been defeated by a decided majority of 
the Committee on Public Lands in the House of Representatives , 
32 
he would proceed at once to a consideration of the tax bill. 
29 American Farmers' Magazine , XII {November, 1858) , 666-671 
30 Gates , o~ . cit. , 127 . 
31 Ibid ., 441 . 
32 Ibid. , 2442 . {Senator Sherman was always interested in 
finance, but rarely in public lands . He could see no profit 
for the United States in the Morrill Bill . ) 
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Senator Wade took offense at Sherman ' s remarks by saying: 
I am no guardian of the action of the 
House . This bill is before the Senate ; I believe 
it is a fair bill, and whether it is or not , 
I want the Senate to pass it. They will un~oubt­
doubtedly pass upon it, independent of any action 
of the House , and when they take it up 
they will d 0 vmat they please with it . 33 
A few eeeks before this petty quarrel ~dth his colleague 
from Ohio, Senator Wade had said,ni feel no more interest in 
this bill than most of the Senators ••• but I do not feel like 
withdrawing •••• If the Senate see fit to give it the go-by , 
34 
they may do so ." His interest in the Morrill Bill seems to 
35 
have been entirely political . A few years later, the New 
York Herald in describing Wade 1 s iridescent career and his 
numerous switches on political issues, concluded , 11 There is 
nothing too radical or novel or grotesque to expect from 
10ld Ben • Wade; this old time roundhead and abolitionist , 
this old hard-shell Baptist , backwoodsman , and western 
stump orator; this queer compound of the leading mental 
peculiarities of Parson Brownlow , John Brown , 1 Joe Smith ', 
36 
and 1 Andy' Johnson . " His "opportunism and his willingness 
33 Ibid ., 2442 . (Wade and Sherman were the senators from Ohio 
in 1862. Their oral engage~ents here show no mutual friendship.) 
34 Ibid., 2276 . 
35 W. 0. Thompson , History of Ohio State University , III , 174-
175: Association of American Land-Grant Colleges Proceedings, 
1912 , p . 89. (The growing strength of the agricultural organ-
izations apparently meant votes to Mr . Wade .) 
36 T. Harry Williams, Lincoln and the Radicals (Madison , l942) 
67 • 
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to sacrifice princ ipl e to party" made him a well- lmown Rad-
ical Republican during the Reconstruction Era . J ames A. 
Garfiel d considered ade "a man of viol ent passions , extreme 
opinions , and narrow views ••• who is surrounded by the worst 
37 
and most viol ent elements in the Republican Party . 11 The 
leading Republican newspaper of Cincinnati one e attacked him 
as "indigent in ideas and economic of practical suggestion , 
38 
but rich in epithets and profligate in furious vituperation. " 
"Eventually he came to be regarded even in his Ol'V.ll party 
39 
as something of' a dangerous crank ." He championed many 
new ideas . Among these were "legal equality for \\Omen; a 
national currency composed of greenbacks ; ••• and ••• the 
40 
redistribution of ••• ~:eal th ." Nevertheless , he "was an oracle 
with the masses , and the busines "" interests of Ohio cherished 
41 
him • • • • " From my observations , 1'ri th relation to the land 
grant college idea , ade can be described merely as a good 
opportunist , a grand strategist , and a clever tactician . 
Hence , despite ade ' s ignorance of the educational 
nature of the measure to provide for land grant colleges , 
his influence was tremendous . Senator ,ade constantly urged 
37 Ibid ., 67 . 
38 Ibi d ., 67 . 
39 Ibid ., 67 . 
40 Ibi d ., 67 . 
41 Ibi d ., 67 . 
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the Senate not to debate the Morrill Bill , but to vote 
on it . It was now June , and on several occasions Senator 
Fessenden reminded his colleagues that unless the bill was 
disposed of within a few days , he would be forced to ask that 
it be laid aside , as th e bill for raising money for the 
support of the Federal operations of the war was upon the 
calendar, and it was imperative that it be considered 
immediately . The question of whether the tax measure should 
take precedence over th e Mor rill Bill was brought to a 
vote, and the Senate decided to postpone the land grant 
42 
measure for a few days . 
On June6 , 1862 , Mr . Morrill spoke in the House of 
43 
Representatives . Alth ough this address was one of the 
most interesting and vdtty of his congressional speeches , 
aside from the discussion of the military provision, it 
followed the main lines and argum ents of his speech of 
1858 . Mr . Morrill explained his reasons for incorporating 
military in struction as a part of the bill . He said : 
Something of military instruction has 
been incorporated in the bill in consequence 
of the new conviction of its necessity forced 
42 dong . Globe , 3'7 dong . , 2 Sess ., Appendix , 256 . (One 
of the many Fessendens to represent Maine ~n Washington, 
William Pitt Fessenden is especially important in American 
history as Lincoln ' s Secretary of the Treasury from 1864 to 
1865 . His plan for issuing Government Bonds was truly remar-
kable .- Biographical Directory of the American Congress , 17 74-
1927 (WashongtOn , 1928) , 963-964 . ) 
43 Cong . Glob e , 37 Cong ., 2 Sess ., Appendix 256 . 
-
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upon the attention of the Loyal States by 
the history of the past year . A total un~repar-
_'adness presents too many temptations even 
to a foe otherwise weak . The national school 
at West Point may suffice for the regular Army 
in ord inary years of peace, but it is wholly 
inadequate when a large army is suddenly to be 
put into service. If we ever expect to reduce 
the army to its regular d imensions, and again 
rely upon the volunteer system as that here 
offered- nurseries in every State - an efficent 
force would at all times be ready to support 
the cause of the nation and secure that whole-
some respect which belongs to a people whose 
power is al~~ys equal to its pretensions . 
Representative Morrill would not only create 11nurseries 
of war training", in every state for defense, he would also 
save lives through preparedness . He felt that military dis-
cipline is not spontaneous . "If ever again our legions are 
44 
45 
summoned to the field, let us show that vve are wholly prepared . 11 
44 Ibid ., 256 . (Evidence is lacking as to the exact motives 
behind Morrill ' s decision to incorporate military training 
in the land grant college measur e . His colleagues were 
certainly conscious of the war situation in June, 1862, yet 
there was no great congressional outburst on the subject of 
preparedness . For specif io references to national prepar-
edness from May 31, 1862 un til June 6 , 1862 see the Cong 
ressional Globe, 37 th Congress, 2 Session, pages 2431,2539 , 
2569.) 
45 Ibid ., 256 . (There was grave doubt in the minds of many 
advocates of land-grant colleges as to the place of military 
trainingin a curriculum of higher education . R.W . Taylor 
Ohio State Auditor, argued that the inclusion of military 
training would make such colleges "contain elements incongrous 
and destructive" . He ad ded, "The teaching of agric ul ture 
and the mechanic arts, in a college where military service 
is also taught , would be almost as difficult a task as their 
peaceful pursuit in a c ountr y occupied by an anny . " - Audi:to:e 
of State of Ohio, Report for 1862 , 18 . ) 
He continued that from his observation ~ 
an y grave controversy the old Governments of 
the ~urld are not our friends . They would see 
us humbled . • • • In peace they would buy and 
sell with us , but in war they would sell us 
and buy our enemies . Commercially, they find 
us, when docile , at least useful; but poli-
tically they would shun us as a pestilence 
that walketh at noonday . We can only be secure 
at home and abroad by being ready at all times 
to 11 ask nothing but what is clearly right, and 
submit to nothing wrongu; and with Jacksonian 
nerve accept any responsibility of our posi-
tion. The true way to nurse patriotism after 
having institutions really worth a struggle 
is to inspire our people with confidence , 
by giving them proper training, that they are 
equal to their mission and th at failure is 
impossible . 46 
Concerning the means by whic h poor boys could attend his 
agricultural colleges , Mr . Morrill suggested part-time work 
opportunities . To provide for meals, he would have the schools 
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establish a c ooperative working agreement with neighboring 
47 
farmers to hire the young men a few hours a day . 
46 Ibid ., 256 . (Thanks to the Morrill Land Grant College Act 
of 1862 every A an d M College in the United Atates requires 
R. O. T. C. Hundreds of their graduating classes in 1942 sent 
off to war thousands of second lieutenants, due to Justin s. 
Mor rill ' s foresight . The mili tary accomplishments of the 
land grant college movement deserve a dissertation in their 
o~m right. For a discussion of the claim that the military 
clause was an incidental one see W.L . Nash, Aims and Purposes 
of De artments of Military Science in Land-Grant Colleges , 
pages • xp ana 1ons an 1n erpre a 1ons of t e prov1sion 
are in S. Johnson , "Military Training in the Land-Grant 
Colleges" . Illinois Law Review, XXI V, 274- 281 : Massachusetts 
Agricultural College Report , 1891, p . 74 : A. D. White, Autobio-
~aphy, I , 387 . 
4 Ibid . , 256 . (Evan Pugh of Pennsylvania thought that boys 
should not work their way through agricultural schools . ) 
The Vermonter was greatly concerned with the disinteg-
ration of American farming, especially When he thought of 
the advances of Europe in scientific agriculture. He said: 
Should no effort be made to arrest the 
deterioration and spoilation of the soil of 
America, while all Europe is wisely striving 
to teach her agriculturists the best means 
of hoarding up capital in the lands on that 
side of the 4.tlantic , it is easy to see that 
we are doomed to be dwarfed in national 
importance, and not many years can pass 
away before our ships will be laden with 
grain not on their outward but homeward 
voyage . Then, with cheap bread no longer 
peculiar to Amer ica, our free institu-
tions may be thoug ht um'\orthy,- the men vvi th 
hearts, hands, and brains - vainly looking 
to our shores for li£e, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness . 48 
Representative Morrill was convinced that the scrip 
involved in his bill 11 VId.ll g_o into the hands of bona fide 
settlers, because such will be the only purchasers to be 
49 
found •• •• " According to Professor Gates, 11 one can see how 
misinformed the Vermont Represenaative was concerning the 
operation of the Federal land system . If one thing was clear 
50 
it was that the scrip would be used chiefly by speculators . " 
Five days later Pomeroy of Kansas spoke to the Senate . 
48 Ibid ., 258 . (As this speech was a lone pronouncement and 
did not involve debate , it received comparatively little 
attention. "It is , however, of importance as an elaboration 
of Morrill ' s ideas •• • and an indication of the groups of 
interests to whom he was appealing . " - Ross , Democracy's 
College , 197 . ) 
49 Ibid ., 257 . 
50 Gates , Pine Lands , op . cit ., 15- 16 . 
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He proposed that all scrip issued under the Morrill Bill be 
limited to one section per person . Senator Collamer of Ver-
mont disagreed with this proposition . He saw that if the 
states received their share of the public lands under the 
Morr ill Bill , and if they were restricted in their sales 
226 
of those lands to only 640 acres(one section) at a time to 
a man, the effort would be fUtile . Since under the recently 
enacted Homestead Act men could claim lands without paying 
for them, it could not be expected that actual settlers 
would purchase any scrip under the Morrill Law . The only 
hope for the sale of lands under the agricultural college act 
would be to large companies . According to Collamer, the 
Pomeroy Amendment would destro y the entire mechanism of the 
51 
Morrill Bill . Then "Brave Ol d Ben Wade" naively said , 11If 
th e amendment has that element in it, of course the grant 
would not be of any value w~atso ever; but I did not suppose 
it had that element in it . ":> At last, he :fully realized 
that the Pomeroy Amendment 1~uld be calamitous to the Morr ill 
53 
Bill . He said , nr regard the amendment ••• as fatal to 
the bill; it reduces it to just about nothing at all , and 
51 Cong . Globe , 37 Cong . , 2 Sess ., 2625-2626 . (Jacob Collamer 
had been Postmaster General of the United States under 
President Tayl or from 1849 to 1850 . - Biographical Directory 
of the American Congress , 17 74-1927(Washington , 1928 ), 834 . ) 
52 I bid ., 2626 . (Thi s i s merel y another example of Wade ' s 
political personality . ) 
53 Ibid. , 2626 . 
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of course Senators oppo sed to the bill may very well vote 
54 
for the amendment . " "Old Ben" then warned his fellow Senators 
that if the Pomeroy amend ment were made final, he would see 
to it that such a proposal became a part of all sunsequent 
55 
railroad grants . 
Senator Wlkiinson accused Wade of inconsistency . He 
said that wh ereas "Old Ben" h as voted for the Homestead 
Act to reserve the public lands for actual settlers , now 
the Senator from Ohio was bringing in a bill which "tends 
56 
to negative that very policy. " 
Pomeroy said that he perceived no invalidation of the 
57 
Morrill Bill by the Homestead Act . He argued that men who 
had alread y acquired a free quarter section under the 
Homestead Act would gladly buy up all vacan~ lands as often 
as possible under the Land Grant College Bill : 
because men in the 1Vest are like men everywhere 
when they get a quarter they want a half section, 
and when they get a half section, they want a 
section, and very soon they want a to,~ship 
and then all the land adjoining . This land 
scrip , therefore, in my opinion 1~11 be 
valuable in the hands of settlers , not -
withstand ing the homestead bill . 58 
)4 Ibid ., 2627 . 
55 . Ibid ., 2627 . 
56 . Ibid ., 2627 . 
57 . Ibid ., 2628 . (Pomeroy had only one purpose in mind . That 
purpose was to kill the Morrill measure in one way or another,) 
58 Ibid . , 2628 . 
59 
Senator Harlan arose to speak . He cited the fact that 
here, for the first time in the histor y of the Senate , a 
proposition was sponsored to make an appropriation of lands 
for the education of the children of the agricul turists of 
the nation . And 11 it meets with strenuous opposition from a 
60 
bod y of lawyers . " The Senator from Iowa doubted very much 
that the passage of the Homestead Act would very materially 
diminish the amount of money to be resolved from the sale of 
public lands. He cited the example of the Oregon Homestead Law, 
\~ere the half section g rants to every cit izen of three 
year's residence developed into actual sales in almost three 
fourths of the d eals before the termination of the contract . 
In other words , in seventy two perc ent of the lands located , 
purchases were made at the market price of $1 . 25 an acre in 
preference to waiting three years for full titles of owner-
61 
ship . 
At last , the Pomeroy Amendment came to a final vote . 
The Senators decided (25 tol5) not to make it a part of the 
Morrill Bill . Thus , if the Land Grant College Measure could 
pass Congress, a man lo\OUld be able to purchase as many acres 
62 
as he pleased . 
59 Ib id ., 2628 . 
eo 2629 . Ibid ., 2629 . 
61 Ibid. , 2629 . 
62 Ibid., 2629. (The states whose better lands were patented 
were favorable to the Morr ill Bill. Those with large unapp-
ropriated areas like Wisconsin, Minnesota , and Kansas were 
hysterically defensive if not powerfUlly opposed . - Ross , 
Democracy's College, 62 . ) 
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Senator Harl an also proposed an amendment to the 
Morrill Bill . He recommended that the states take the public 
lands within their own jurisdiction in so ~ar as possible , 
and ac cept scrip ~or the remainder . In case there were no 
public lands available in a state , scrip woul d entirely 
su~~ice. The Harlan Amendment was readily agreed to by the 
63 
Senate . 
Th e Upper Chamber voted to postpone scrip claims until 
after the Homestead Act locations were made. It was agreed 
229 
that the land scrip issued under the Morrill Bill should 
not be subject to location until after the Homestead Act 
went into effect, in order to give the actual settler on 
160 acres a fair opportunity to compete ~Qth those who had 
64 
scrip for a greater quantity of land . 
Senator Timothy Howe of Wisconsin opposed the Iiorrill 
Bill . He preferred to appropriate money instead o~ lands for 
agricultural colleges . He favored cash because he consid ered 
it of uniform value throughout the country, whereas , in his 
judgment, lands were not of equal value everywhere. More 
specifically, he d id not believe that the time had yet 
63 Ibid ., 2629 . 
64 Ibid ., 2631 . 
arrived when the people of the United States were prepared to 
ch arge the work of public education upon the government . But 
if an appropriation for that purpose must be made , he felt 
that $30 , 000 would be much more equitable than 30 ,000 acres 
65 
as a gift to each state for every member of Congress . He 
thought that the Morrill Bill , as it stood, did not give 
equal value to each state . He suggested that if the state of 
Ohio, for example , had a fraction of public d omain left , 
it was because it had more 1rvaste lands than were worth any-
thing; but under the Morrill Bill, Ohio had to take them as 
they went acre for acre. The State of New York on the other 
hand, which had no public lands, could take acrip and make 
its selection of choice lands anywh ere. The same vrould be 
true in several instances where the East ~~uld gain at the 
expense of the West . Senator Howe saw unequal values but 
equal burdens imposed every1~ere. Every state 1~uld be 
required to establish a college of agriculture, whether it 
66 
ever profited by the scrip or not . 
Senator John Ten Eyck of New Jersey replied to Senator 
67 
Howe . He said that th e older states of the eastern part of 
65 Ibid ., 2632 . (Timothy Howe was to be Postmaster General of 
-the United States under President Arthur from 1882 to 1883-
Biogra hical Directory of the American Congress, 1774-1927 
Was ~n on , o. 
66 Ibid ., 2632. 
67 Ibid., 2632. (It will be clearly boted that throughout 
these lengthy discussions pract ically no one was concerned 
vd th educ at ion as such . ) 
230 
the nation had always responded willingly in Congress to the 
expressed desires of the newer states of the West to grant 
them the benefits of the public lan ds . He continued that 
the Eastern members of Congress had previously voted the 
newer states of the West millions of acres for rail roads , 
schools , chur ches, and homesteads . How, he intimated , here 
was a proposition designed both for the newer and the older 
states . He deplored the f act th at "our friends from the 
newer states are not willing to share even with us in this 
donation , or agree that we sh all have a portion of the 
public lands for that purpose . " Ten Eyck regarded Western 
68 
opposition to the Morrill Bill as downright ingratitude . 
Despite urgent pleading, Senator Howe could not garner 
enough votes to get his Cash Amendment passed by the Upper 
69 
House . His plan was objected to on grounds that it might 
require twenty or thirty years to accumulate the full endow-
70 
ment through public land sales . He , however , did get an 
amendment affixed to the Mor rill Bill, when the Senate 
approved of his proposal requiring the governors of the 
various states to inform the Federal Government as to the 
71 
precise disposal of the scrip under the law . 
68 Ibid ., 2632 . (He said : "That woul d strike one as very 
peculiar , if it were not for the fact that it is very apt 
to be the case that children are often ungrateful towards 
their parents . ") 
69 Ibid ., 2632 . 
70 Ibid • , 2632 . 
71 Ibid ., 2632 . 
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The Morrill Bill was ordered prepared £or a third 
read ing in the Senate . The Vice President asked the 
question , "Shall the bill pass?" The yeas and nays were 
ordered . The Land Grant College Bill than passed the Upper 
72 
House by a vote o£ 32 to 7 on June 11, 1862 . Despite the 
idealism of hundreds of farm leaders and the crusade o£ 
agricultural educators, the bill never \~uld have passed 
the Senate without astute parliamentary management . 
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Before the measure had passed the Senate, Representative 
Morr ill on his side o£ the capitol building had received 
73 
permission from the Lower Chamber to have his bill printed . 
On June 19 , 1862 , he forced action in the House by moving 
successfully to pass over the other legislation on the 
74 
Speaker ' s table and to proceed with his bill . Representative 
John J . Crittenden gave the Morrill Bill a quick welcome. 
It seemed to him to have a relationship to the politics of 
75 
his old colleague , Henry Clay . Old-line Whigs generally 
approved o£ the land grant college idea because of "its 
76 
appropriateness to the .American system" . Tl'Vice Attorney 
72 Ibid., 2634 . {The seven votes in opposition v.-ere as follows: 
Delaware 1: Indiana 1 : Wisconsin 2 : Minnesota 1: Iowa:l: 
Kansasl:) 
73 Parker, op . cit., 270-271 . 
74 Con~ Globe,37 Cong . , 2 Sess., 2769 . 
75 16~ ., 2'769 . (John Jordan Crittenden was twice Attorney 
General of the United States. - Biographical Direct. of Am. 
Congress, 1774-1927 ( ashington, 1928), 861 . ) 
76 Andrew White , Proceedings at the Unveiling of the Portrait 
of the Honorable Justin s. Morrill at Cornell University , 14-15 . 
General o~ the United States, Mr . Crittenden was regarded 
as one of the outstanding lawyers of his day . Justin s . 
Morrill had marched as a delegate in 1852 with Crittenden ' s 
sons at the Baltimore Whig Convention. That seemed to be 
233 
77 
another reason for the support of the Land Grant College Bill . 
Representative Potter of Wisconsin attempted to block Mr. 
78 
Morrill through the use of several delaying actions . FrUstrated 
at every turn , the Gentleman from Wisconsin, on June 19, 
1862, demanded a reading of the entire bill as voted upon 
by the Senate . 
The purpose of the measure was to provide for 11the 
endowment, support, and maintenance of at least one college 
~here the leading object shall be, without excluding mili-
tary tactics , to teach such b ranches of learning as are relat-
ed to agric ulture and the mechanic arts, in such manner as the 
legislature of the respective states shall prescribe , in order 
to promote the liberal and practical education of the indus-
79 
trial classes in the several pursuits and professions of life." 
The first section of the Morrill Bill of 1862 provided 
for 30 , 000 acre grants to every state for each of its congress-
men according to the census of 1860 . Mineral lands were to be 
77 Parker, o~ . cit. , 265 . 
78 Cong . Glo e . 37 Gong ., 2 Sess., 2769 . (The obstructing tactics 
of 11 Bowie- Knife 11 Potter were most ingenious . ) 
79 U. S . Statutes At Large , XII , 503-505 . 
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excluded from the operation of the law. 
The second section of the bill stipulated apportionments 
of not less than 160 acres . Every state was ordered to select 
its share of the public lands from those within its own bor-
ders when possible. The Secretary of the Interior was directed 
to issue to those states in which there were no public lands 
of the value of $1 .25 per acre, scrip to the amount of their 
distribution share . The scrip was to be sold by the states , 
and the proceeds were to be applied entirely to the purpose 
of land grant colleges . No state itself 1~s to be allowed 
to locate lands by scrip in another state. Assignees must 
locate the scrip upon any of the unappropriated lands of the 
80 
United States subject to sale at private entry . No such 
location, however , was to be made before one year after the 
passage of the bill . 
80 Cong. Globe,37 Cong., 2 Sess., 2770 . ("It vvould never do 
to allow one sovereign state to walk in majesty and peace into 
the d omain of another sovereign state and take possession 
of public lands therein" .- Becker, o*. cit ., 33: If a state 
sold the scrip to a private person, t e purchaser would be 
its assignee. If, on the oth er hand, the state wished to 
endow a certain college, it gave its scrip to that college . 
Rhode Island gave its scrip to B rown University. New York 
gave its scrip to Cornell . Would such colleges be regarded 
as 11 as signees 11 in the strict sense of the word? Lawyers began 
to claim that "said scrip to be sold by said states" did not 
mean gifts. Hence, Rhode Island and New York violated the 
law by their actions . ) . 
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The third section of the Morrill Bill provided that all 
expenses incurred under that act were to be met by the states . 
The f ourth section of the Bill stipulated that all 
moneys derived from the sale of lands under the act should 
be invested in safe stocks yield ing not less than five per-
cent interest . The funds thus invested were to constitute 
a perpetual fund , the capital of which should remain forever 
undiminished . The interest was t o be used entirely for the 
endowment , support and maintenance of at least one college 
of a griculture in each state . The requir ed courses stipu-
lated were military tactics and agriculture . Each state was 
empowered to set up its own curr ie ulum around those basic 
subjects . 
The fifth section of the Land Grant College Bi ll provided 
for further considerations of the grants . Each state was to make 
up for all deficits due to careless investment of the funds 
under the bill . Concessions might be provided for the purchase 
of lands for sites of experimental farms whenever authorized 
by the legislature. No portion of any of the funds could be 
applied to the purchase, er ection, or repair of any build-
ings . Any state claiming benefits und er the bill must provide 
at least one agricultural college within five years after 
application or forfeit its appropriations . An annual report 
was t o be made regarding th e progress of each college . 
This report was to record all improvements and experiments 
with costs and resul ts ; and "such other matters , including 
State industrial and economic statistics , as may be supposed 
81 
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usef ul . " It was further specified that when lands should be 
selected from those which had been raised to double the 
maximum price in consequence of railroad grants , they should 
be computed to the states at the maximum price and the number 
of acres porportionally diminished . No state while in a 
condition of rebellion or insurrection against the Govern-
ment of the United States was to be entitled to the b enefit 
of the act . Nor was any state to be entitled to the benefit 
of the measure unless it expressed its l egislative ace eptance 
within t1~ years of the date of its approval by the 
President . 
The sixth section of the bill provided that land scrip 
issued und er its provisions should not be subject to location 
until after January 1 , 1863 . 
The seventh section of the bill stated expl icitly that 
the fees of land officers for scrip were to be the same as 
those allowed for the location of military land warrants . 
81 U. S . Statutes at Large , XII , 503-505 . (This was the only 
suggestion of poss i ble standardization in the entire bill . ) 
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The eighth section of the bill required the governors of 
the several states to which scrip was to be issued , to report 
annually to Congress all sales of such scrip and the appropri-
82 
ation of the proceeds . 
observing that the House of Representatives was not 
discouraged by the reading of the entire bill, Congressman 
Potter moved for adjournment . Failing at that, he moved to 
lay the bill on the table . He was also defeated in that tactic . 
Then he asked for a delay so that he might have the opportun-
83 
ity of presenting more amendments . That maneuver also failed . 
The opposition to the Morrill Bill proved to be almost 
entirely Western . There had been only one opposing Easterner 
in the Senate . He was Wi llard Saulsbury, senior , of Delaware , 
84 
who was a Democrat and very close to the South. In the House 
82 Cong. Globe , 37 Cong ., 2 Sess ., 2770. (The land scrip 
business would work out like this : New York State , instead 
of being given title to its public lands (989 , 920 acres) , 
would be given 6, 187 pieces of £ederal government land 
scrip (each piece good for 160 acres) which could be used 
by private persons to acquire title to that number o£ acres 
of public land in any of the states and territories where 
they existed .- Becker , op . cit . , 33 . ) 
83 Ibid ., 2770 . 
84 Ross, Democracy's College, op . cit., 64 . 
of Representatives the nays were to have one vote from 
non-cereal Rhode Island and three from New Yo rk City, 
~bose goat and swine herders, brewery refuse dairymen, and 
potato growers apparently oblivious to the possibilities 
85 
of the new agriculture. 
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Under the previou s question rule, without committee 
discussion or debate, despite extreme obstructionist tactics, 
Representative Morrill brought his bill to a vote in the 
86 
Lower Chamber on June 19, 1862. The house of Representatives 
87 
then passed th e Land Grant Bill by a vote of 90 to 25. 
Regarding the members of the monority party who voted for 
the measure, Morrill later said,"to many Democrats inside of 
Congress, and to more outsmde, I was indebted for kindly 
88 
sympathy and cooperation". The contest was almost purely 
sectional. The final tally revealed th at 21 Representatives 
89 
out of 25 in opposition came from the West. 
{estern misgivings concerning the Morrill Bill were often 
justified by observations of land fraud. During that same 
summer (1862) a Nebraskan wrote concerning land speculation 
in the West: 
85 Ibid., 64-65. 
86 Cong. Globe, 37 Cong., 2 Sess., 2769 ff. 
87 Ibid., 27'70. 
88 Parker, op. cit., 271. 
89 Gates, Wisconsin Pine Lands, o p. cit., 22. (They were 
three from Ohio, seven from Indiana, four from Illinois, two 
from Michigan, one fr om Wisconsi n, two from Minnesota, 
one from Iowa, and one from California.) 
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Four miles :from the city (Salt Creek) 1•ve 
strike the Speculators' Reservation, and :for 
Twelve miles we travel this lonely waste , with 
scarcely an object to vary th e monotony o:f the 
rolling prairle and teeming grass to the North, 
to South, or perhaps to .est, along some tardy 
stream, amid a patch o:f timber, a tenant's cabin 
heaves in sight • • •• This land :for beauty or 
utility is unsurpassed in the 1~rld, yet it is 
as useless to the actual settler as if it was 
as barren as the desert of Sahara. 90 
On the other hand, the Eastern point of view was taken by 
Horace Greeley, perhaps the ablest critic of land policy in 
91 
America . He detested speculation in land and was forever 
condemming measures which made easy acquisition o:f land 
by non-residents. His travels through the West had given 
him a realistic pic~1re of the problems o:f that area and 
a deep sympathy :for the debt-ridden farmers who were desper-
ately striving to secure their little claims . No man dealt 
harder blows in the campaign for the adoption of the :free-
homestead policy. But his "zeal :for agricultural colleges 
92 
overcame his realistic understand ing of the land system." 
He called the agricultural college measure "a very moderate 
93 
concession to the Old States" . He chided the West for not 
being willing to give the East this act in return for free 
90 Peoples Press 
op. cit., 6-7. 
(Nebraska Ci~) August 21, 1862: Gates, 
91 Gates, .IVisconsin Pine Lands, op. cit. ,15. 
92 Ibid. , 15. 
93 Jew York Tribu.."Yl.e, June 21, 1862. 
94 
homestead s and railroad l and grants . 
Lincoln ' s approval of the Morrill Bill had been taken 
for granted throughout the entire discussion . "From his 
pronounced Whig convictions on the restricted function of 
the executive in determining positive legislative policies, 
he was not likely to oppose congressional will , more espe-
ciililly in the case of a measure involving finance . 11 The 
bad publicity associated with Buchanan ' s hand ling of the 
First 11~or r i ll Bill had automatically served as a potential 
aid to the Hepublic ans . Lincoln, on the other hand, had no 
direct interest in land grant colleges . A year before his 
election to the presidency, at a state fair in :7isconsin, 
"he h ad expressed full complacency \rith the existing 
95 
institutions for popular education ." There is no evidence 
96 
that he ever gave the :ror rill Bill any special thought . 
The Land Grant College Law is always referred to as the 
97 
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Act of July 2 , 1862 . ~ctually , however, Lincoln had signed the 
98 
bill tl"'enty- four hours earlier . The nation was then in the 
94 Gates , op . cit ., 15 . (Greeley was extremely paradoxical . He 
didn ' t care for colleges , yet he wanted agricultural training . 
He was strong for apprentice practices , yet he liked trad e 
schools . There is no evidence that Greeley ever wanted a 
four year degree granting college .- Earle n. Ross , 11 Horace 
Greeley and the Beginnings of the New Agriculture", 
Agricultural History , VII (January , 1933) , 10 . 
95 Ross , Democracy 1s College , op . cit ., 65 . 
96 Shepardson , op . cit ., 17. 
97 u. S . Statutes at Large , XII, 503 - 515 . 
98 F. H. TUrner , Illinois State Historical Society , Transactions , 
1932, p . 75 . 
throes of the Civil War and everyth ing seemed to conspire 
99 
toV~rard the disintegr:-ation of the Union . The Agr:-icul t-ural 
College Act was the law of the land only because skilled 
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legislators had won a laborious congressional struggle in the 
midst of problems obviously more important to the immediate 
situation. 
ithout doubt , the motives behind the legislation grew 
out of political pressure rather than educational interest . 
On the other hand, it was thought that political necessity 
could be served by liberal land g rants for agricultural 
education on the college level . The facts that the schools 
thus founded were vocational and of especial value to a 
definite and powerful class of voters is of political 
100 
rather than of educational significance . 
To tho se who maintain that the Morrill Act of 1862 
was primarily an educational , agricultural , or a democratic 
victoty , it must be said that there is little evidence to 
support any of these convictions. Wh at "purported to be 
a discussion of these issues was mainly negative and dis-
to rted . 11 "The advocates of the bill simply reiterated the 
99 True, op . cit ., 106. (This was also the day when the 
Army of the Potomac began its retreat after the disastrous 
Battle of Malvern Hill , and the fortunes of war seemed 
to be against the preservationa of the Union . -True , op . cit. , 
106 0 ) 
100 Taylor, op . cit . ,l21 . 
101 
complaints of class neglect and sectional discrimination . 11 
They "mad e no adequate presentation of the claims of tech-
103 
nical education as such . 11 "The opposition presented the 
double argument that such instit utions were not needed, and 
that, if they were, the proposed grants \~uld be entirely in-
adequate to establish and maintain them . There were the trad-
itional frontier appeals to individual self-sufficiency and 
exploitative enterprise . All the farmers needed or d esired 
104 
from government \'Vas to be let alone • •• • 11 estern opposition 
to the Morrill Bill was voiced merely in terms of speculation , 
fraud, and monopoly ; never ~~s agricultural education defin-
ed or analyzed . 
Morrill ' s method of allocating the lands had been 
deliberately adopted to win the suppo rt of the Eastern 
States . Apparently , he could see that many Easterners ,,.,ere 
ready to support free homesteads and liberal land grants 
to railroads in exchange for Western support for high tariffs , 
favorable immigration laws, a national barucing system, and 
105 
ship subsidies. He , like most of the people of his section, 
101 Ross, Democracy ' s College, 63 . 
102 Ibid., 63 . 
103 Ib~d • , 63 . 
104 Ibid., 63 . 
105. Becker, op . cit., 31 . 
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£elt that the Western states had been granted more than a 
£air sh are o£ the public domain . The stipul ation o£ the 
Morrill Act £or allocating the lands was a political bargain. 
The situation was ably stated by Pro£essor Becker vb.en he 
wrote : "You o£ the West 1 give us a share in the pub lie 
lands , and we of the East will give you ••• agricultural 
106 
colleges ." 
106 Ibid ., 31 . 
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CHAPTER XV 
THE PURPOSES OF THE LAW 
Questions as to the real intent of the Morrill Land 
1 
Grant College Act of 1862 arose as soon as it was passed. 
The purpose of the law had been stated in the legislation 
itself to be 
The endowment, support and maintenance 
of at least one college where the leading 
object shall be, without excluding other 
scientific and classical studies, and 
including military tactics, to teach such 
branches of learning as are related t o 
agriculture and the mechanic arts, in sue h 
manner as the Legislature of the States 
may respectively prescribe, in order to 
promote the liberal and practical education 
of the industrial classes in the several 
pursuits and professions of life . 2 
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Years later, Professor William H. Brewer of the Sheffield 
Scientific School at Yale had a conference with Mr . Morrill 
in New Haven to formulate a clear conception of the Vermonter's 
3 
objectives in 1862 . In his resulting memoranda Professor 
Brewer wrote as follows : 
In Connecticut many questions arose 
immediately as to ••• the intent of the act . 
The same questions ••• arose in other States , 
both those ~dth colleges already formed , 
and in t h ose States building new colleges 
and universities , according to the cond itions 
1 True, op . cit ., 106 . 
2 U. S . SlatUtes at Large , XII , 503- 505 . 
3 True , op . cit ., lo6-1o7 . 
existing in the several states . 
Suggestions, theories, and schemes were 
proposed by educators, enthusiasts, cranks , 
associations, legislators ••• a s to how the 
grant might be used •••• 
In nearly every State there were many 
propositions as to how this gift could be 
used to the best advantage. Some advisors would 
have a purely agricultural school and separate 
••• technical school. Others advocated that the 
two should be co mbined . 
Some advocates would have manual labor 
schools and trade schools united, or separate . 
Some would use the income from the grant 
in one large college of high grade; others, 
divide the fund and make lesser institutions 
of lower scolastic grade . Some would divide 
it still more widelyand appoint special 
professors in several schools in the State . 
Some would apply it largely to lectures 
before mechanics associations and agricul-
tural societies, and others would devote a 
considerable portion of it to itinerant 
lecturers . 
One eminent writer on agricultural 
matters ~uuld have it used for the wider 
dissemination of the regular agricultural 
newspapers, and so on through schemes too 
numerous to mention . 4 
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What did Mr . Morrill intend?According to Professor Brewer 
the author of the measure had very definite ideas on the 
subject of education • 
Mr . Mor ·rill wished the bill to be broad 
enough so that the several States might use it 
to the best advantage . For this a wide latitude 
of use ~~s necessary. The general wants and 
4 ~illiam H. Brewer , 11 The Intent of the Morrill Land Grant" , 
A Memorandum Written about 1890, c oncerning the Conference 
at the S heffield School with Morr ill . True Papers, U.S. 
Department of Agricult . ure Library . 
local conditions were very different in the 
different towns and for the best use of this 
fund there must be much variety allowed in the 
details, although all the colleges should be 
the same in spirit and esJentially in grade , 
that is , colleges , in rihich science and not 
classics should be the leading idea . 
He did not intend them to be agricultural 
schools . The title of the bill was not his , 
and was not a happy one . A clerk \~S respon-
sible for the title . 
He expected the schools to be schools of 
science rather than classical c olleges , that 
the schools be , in f act , colleges and not 
institutions of lower grad e , not mere academies 
or high schools 
He said that the bill l•.ras purposely and 
carefully planned so that the old colleges 
mig ht use this as an aid in the expanding 
in the direction to give them more teaching 
in science or that new colleges might bE organ-
ixed as the conditions and the ne ed s of the 
several States might demand . There were classical 
colleges enough . More science was needed in every 
State . 5 
In 1888 Senator Morrill spoke at Montpelier , Vermont , 
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before the State Legislature on behalf of the University of 
Vermont and State Agric ultural College . He then expatiated upon 
the aims of the Land Grant College Act as follows : 
Obviously, not manula, but intellectual 
instruction was the paramount object . Secondly 
it ~~s a liberal ed ucation that was proposed . 
Classical studies • •• must be included . The act 
of 1862 proposed a system of broad education 
by colleges, not limited to a superficial 
and dwar:fed training, such as might be 
5 Ibid . 
had at an industrial school , not a mere manual 
training , such as might be supplied by a 
foreman in a workshop , or by a foreman on an 
experimental farm . 
Not only scientif ic farming but also useful arts 
appear to be stressed in the Morrill program . In 1876, 
Mr . Mor ill told the United States Senate that " 11 the 
useful arts , all mechanical and industrial employments are 
7 
hopefully recognized and with impartial support . " It would 
seem that Mr . Ho:rrill was "in line with the progressive 
educational thought of the times when he put mechanic arts 
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6 
8 
on the same plane with agr ic ul ture in his land grant bill . 11 
Subsequent assertions defined the terms of the original act 
9 
as broad enough to include the cur riculum of a university . 
After placing an emphasis on the importance of scientific 
subjects , Morr ill said, "a practical,education is more than 
ever required of all classes • •• and certainly required for 
10 
the industrial classes of the American people • • • • " The workers 
7 Justin S . 
(Library of 
8 True , op. 9 Justin ~s~.~r-~~ 
(Library of 
10 Ibid . 
1876 
in the Senate, December 5, 1872 
The workers of the nation were apparently a major factor 
in Morrill r s mind 1'Vhen he 11\trote that the ultimate aim 
of his measure was 11 to place higher and higher approp-
riate education within reach of all, the poor as 1~11 
11 
as the rich •••• " 
For many years, agriculturists, educators , and writers 
of social history have ace epted the words of Mr. Morrill at 
their face value. After the land g rants began to thrive, 
people from all 11!Valks of life beg an to ask him about his 
original purposes. He ~ediately rationalized that bac k in 
1862 he must have wanted "colleges" because Professor Brewer 
had read "colleges 11 into the measure. He must have wanted 
11 culture, skill, and efficiency" because those were logical 
ob jectives. 11 Science 11 seemed more appropriate for farmers 
than 11 classics", although classical training was not to be 
ommitted. "Intellectual instruction" appeared to be mor e 
reasonable than 11manual training", because trades were not 
to be featur ed at the expense of agriculture or the practical 
arts. 
If writers have been misled by Morrill's afterthoughts, 
1'\lhat were his real motives? Bef ore attempting to sh ow what 
he really intended to d o, it ,~nll be necessary to depict 
contemporary ideas of agricultural ed ucation during the Civil 
11 Ibid • 
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War era . In 1864 a magazine writer maintained that the 
proper definition of an agricultural college was "an insti-
tution of learning located on a farm, where the sciences 
pertaining to agriculture are taugh t and where manual labor 1a 
is performed by the st udents upon the farm . " 
During the middle period of American History there 
seems to have been a tremendous occupation consciousness 
on the part of farmers . Th ey appeared to seek general 
education for their children as a special group and many 
agrarians pleaded for a college where their sons could 
study \tithout having to be looked do~m upon by Harvard or 
13 
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Dartmouth sno bs . - This was not a plan to create ag ricultural 
14 
schools, which were condemned by most dirt farmers . 
The American farmers of the Civil War era did not 
hesitate about v~iting t o their Congressmen. Mr. Morrill 
received hund reds of letters from them • None asked speci-
fically for agricultural colleges. Capitalists, college 
presidents, professors, and philanthropists vvrote to him 
15 
concerning their interest in farm schools . Mr. Morrill ' s 
immed iate answers were always in terms of duty to country, 
12 Country Gentleman (Albany and Philadelphia, XXIII, 1864), 
189: also similarly expressed in the Report of the 
Commissioner of Patents:Part II, Agriculture, For the Year 1858 
(Washington, 1859), 5 ff . 
13 Reports of the Comm. of Patents :Part II, Agriculture, 1851 
( 1ashington, 1852), 31 
14 Ibid. 
15 Morrill Papers in Library of Congress . 
national unity, patriotism, freedom, hard work, self-rel-
iance, and "som ething for agriculture" . 
In the beg inning, Morrill endeavored to promote 
agric ultural education '~th the aid of federal grants . 
He l'VOU ld meet the numerous demands for the improvement 
. 16 
of agriculture and cleverly d istribute the public lands. 
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It is very possible that the promotion of these two objectives 
~as part of a lar ger political purpose . The new Republicn 
Party wanted to win over the agricultural interests of 
17 
the nation . As Morrill himself said when intr educing 
his first bill, Congress had legislated for all oth er 
branches of the community l"Jhile, "All direct encouragement 
to agricult ure has be ~n rigidly V\ri thheld", but 11 V'hen com-
merce comes to our doors , gay in its attire and lavish in 
its purposes, we ••• deliver ••• our gold. When manufactures 
appear i~th a needy and d Oi~~Jncast look, we tender, at 
18 
worst a compromise ." Apparently, something had to be done 
to compensate the farming interests for the pr otection being 
off ered to the industri al units of society by the Repub-
licans. When Mr. Morrill made his first appeal to distribute 
17 Ibid . , 85 . 
18 Gong. Globe, 35 Gong., 1 Sess., 1692-1697 . 
l 
the public lands, the United States v·as pasliling through 
a serious f inancial crisis caused by overspeculation in 
lan ds, overexpansion in rail\~ys, and overextension of 
19 
credit . The tariff of 1857 had been pas ved to help business . 
Mr . Morrill would do "something for the farmer" . 
In 1861 l".'hen the Morrill Tariff became a law , it was 
obviously a measure to raise revenue for war purposes , but 
facts show that it was voted for another reason . There was 
no vddespread demand by manufacturers for a high tariff at 
that time , but :rvrorrill admitted in l ater years that the 
tariff of 1861 "was ••• welcomed by manufa~turers, v:ho always 
20 
••• fear instability11 • The Republicans , searching for issues 
to bind together the d~scordant elements in the North , 
enidently believed th at the Old fuig pr otectionists could 
be allied ,.1_ th the new Repub licans ~f an adequate tariff 
policy were offered . 
At the same time, it is probab ly that the Land GEBnnt 
College Act was passed to offset the tariff and the internal 
25l 
taxes imposed on domestic producers . The protectionists could 
better satisfy their O\~ leanings ~f the treasury were emptied 
21 
of the public land revenues . 
19 F • .1 . Taussig , Tarriff History of the United States (N . Y., 
1910 ) ' 118 ff . 
20 Ibid ., 160 . 
21 Ibi d ., 180 . 
The land grant college act of 1862 was to have momentous 
consequences. It was to result in the establishment of 
institutions throughout all the states . Educational scope 
and consequesn ces have long been emphasized; but it must 
always be remembered that the Morrill Agricultural College 
Legislation was carried out from beginning to end 1'11. th almost 
no consideration of the educational problems involved . Per-
haps no circumstance of the original Morrill Bill '~s more 
remarkable than the entire absence of any educational concep-
tion as t o what sort of schools were to be created out of 
the money supplied by the Federal Government . Morrill ' s 
measure took the form of land grant colleges, not for any 
sound educational reason , but as being one of the most 
likely means by which something could be done for the far-
mers as a makeweight to the things done for other groups 
in the body politic . 
The whole subject of agricultural education forms a 
negligible portion of the many hundreds of pages given to 
the discussion of the political question of federal aid 
for colleges of agriculture and mechanic arts . The educ-
ation al aspects did not even interest Morrill ' s colleagues , 
for neither supporters nor opponents discussed them in 
Congress . In 1872, he was a lit tle more explicit than he 
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had been a decade earlier • When advocating an increase in 
endo~ments for the land grant colleges, he urged that by 
the Act of 1862 "it was clearly intended that these agricul-
tural colleges shall place scientific or practical studies 
foremost as the leading object •• •• " He regarded the measure 
as one "that will lif t up the intellectual and moral stan-
dard s of the young and industrial clas~es of the c ountry" . 
The re were those \'\ilO thought that Senator Morrill had a 
peculiar way of helping the industrial and agricultural 
classes . Senator Thurman spoke as follows: 
If you want t o assist agriculture 
quit subsidizing and protecting every 
industry of the country , while you do 
not subsidize or protect agriculture at 
all . That is the way to assist agriculture . 
Take off the heavy hand of taxation that you 
put upon every agriculturist in this country , 
for the benefit of the other people ; quit maintaining 
other industries , or making them profitable 
by the public money or protective law , 
and let every industry stand upon an equal 
foundation in this land, and you •'Vill do 
more for agriculture in one single year 
than all those institutions will do in a 
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century or ten centuries . 22 
Senator Thurman continued that he would like some 
Senator to get up and tell him what he understood by the 
23 
term "agricultural college" . 
22 Cong . Globe , 43 Cong ., 1 Sess . , 186-216 . (Al len 
Granberry Thurman \'VB.S later to be the unsuccessful candidate 
for Vice President of the United States on the Democratic 
ticket with Grover Clev eland in 1888 . - Bio~a~hical 
Directory of the American Congress , 1774-19~{¥ashington , 
1928) . 1616 . ) 
23 Ibid ., 186- 216 . 
If it is not to be a place in Which 
practical agriculture is taught by man-
ual labor , but simply where theoretic agri-
culture is taught, I should like to know 
wherein it differs from any good college 
there is now in the United States •••• I 
happen to know a board of trustees of an 
agricultural college, and they have been 
pondering ever since they were appo~ted ••• 
and they have never been able • •• to decide 
what an agricultural college is . 
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24 
The question must have bothered Senator Morrill because 
on December 15 , 1873, when he renewed his effort to secure an 
additional endowment for his land grant colleges , he stated 
as his aim 11 to provide for the further endov.anent and support 
of national colleges for the advancement o£ general science 
and industrial education, and to establish an educational 
fund , and apply the proceeds of a portion of the public land s 
25 
to the support of public education . n Eleven months earlier 
Senator Stovkton had said that th ere was no demand for 
26 
agricultural education and no one to teach it . 
Morrill ' s vision duringthe middle seventies became 
broader than mere agricultural education. Now he was emphas-
izing technical and industrial education. On April 26, 1876 , 
he spoke as foll0\\'8: 
These colleges are often called ttagricultural 
colleges" , perhaps because here for the first time 
24 Ibid . 
25 Ibid . 
26 Gong . Globe, 42 Gong., 3 Sess ., 1645-1714 . 
agriculture obtained equal favor, or even 
any attention, or because several States 
have given that name to their institutions 
as an honorable distinction, or perhaps the 
term may be sometimes derisively applied, 
as though it were an absurdity to expect 
any growth of science and learning from 
an agricultural college; but while it is 
true that all sciences related to agriculture 
are to be included and must be and are taught 
in these national institutions, though not to 
so great an extent as it is hoped that they will 
be, there is nothing excluding that touches 
either industrial , mechanical, or even class-
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ical interests. 27 
Thus in the yeat 1876, Senator Morrill would "establish 
an educational fund and apply a portion of the proceeds of 
the public lands to public education and ••• provide for the 
more complete endo~ment and support of national colleges 
28 
for the advancement of sciences and industrial education." 
Four years later, he defined the purposes of the original 
land grant act as follows: 
The object of the law was not to injure any 
existing classical institutions, but to reinforce 
them and bring liberal culture within the reach 
of a much larger and unprovided for number of 
the industrial classes in every state . It was 
designed to largely benefit those at the bottom 
of the lad0er who \ant to climb up, or those who 
have some ambition to rise in the \'vorld, but are 
without the means to seek far from home a higher 
27 Con~ . Globe, 4 Cong., 1 Sess., December 15, 1880. 
28 Ibi • 
standard of culture. This and more was sought 
to be accomplished by bringing forvvard at less 
cost of t ime and money, courses of study, and 
of greater use in practical affairs than those 
then largely prevailing, which seemed to offer 
little of lasting value beyond mere discipline 
imposed. 29 
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During the discussion prior to the passage of the Morrill 
Act of 1890 , !~. O'Donnell, Republican Representative from 
Michigan said, "this bill has not been asked for by the 
30 
farmers" . He also stated,"we have not a distinctive agri-
31 
cultural college as the outcome of the Act of 1862 11 • Rep-
resentative Joseph Taylor had a similar idea when he said, 
"the troub le is that in some of the States there is very 
little differ ence between an agricultural college and a 
32 
literary college . " Congressman Turner also in 1890 had a 
very definite opinion relative to the wo rk of Justin s. 
Morrill: 
The real animus, the real purpose of this 
legislation is simply this: The agricultural 
classes are in a state of unrest, and the great 
agricultural co~~unities that have given Rep-
ublican majorities year after year are asking 
themselves to what end they have given these 
majorities . Now • •• if you give the farmer the 
same chance that you give the manufacturing 
class , if you will r emove from him the unjust 
burden of tariff taxation that has weighed 
heavily upon him for a quarter of a century, 
29 Cong. Globe.,46 Cong ., 3 Sess., Dec.l5, 1880 . 
30 Cong. Globe, 51 Cong. , l Sess., Aug . l9, 1890 . 
31 Ibid ., (James O'Donnell will always be remembered as the 
originator of the rur al free delivery system in America 
and as the fath er of the beet-sugar industry of I•t!ichigan.-
Biog. Dirct . of Am . Cong., 1774-1927 (Washington,D.C.,l928)1367 . 
32 Ibid. , 
he will be able to educate his own sons in 
his own way without governmental aid . 33 
These statements are clear expressions of the confus-
ion that was bound to result from the inadequate conception 
of the type of instit~utions Mr. Morrill desired to have 
established v~en he secured the pas s age o£ the First Land 
Grant College Act . 1Vhen one considers Morrill's vacillating 
conception of an agricultural college, his positions on 
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the great financial committees of Congress , his firm protect-
ionism, it is possible to assume that he associated the needs 
o£ the tariff ~~th the neces sity of securing the support of 
agricultural interests . This combination he sought to obtain 
by disbursing treasury revenues from public lands to aid 
colleges which he hoped l~uld somehow benefit agriculture 
and placate the agric ultural interests . With their support 
the treasury c ould be replenished through his tariff meas-
ures which had the warm assistance o£ the manufacturers , 
Only in terms of politics and economics can Morrill's vac-
i llation between the original conception of an agricultural 
and mechanic arts college for the benefit of agriculture 
and the ultimate scheme of national colleges for science 
33 Ibid . 
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34 
£or the promotion of all industries be explained. Land grant 
colleges to ~~. Morrill assuredly could be nothing except 
a pawn in the political game. 
34 Ibid. 
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CHAPTER XVI 
THE Ir m:DIATE RESULTS OF THE MORRILL CT 
It was "inevitable that a measure so broadly and so 
indefinitely discussed before its passage should be inter-
preted in different ways and according to the educational 
1 
conditions in the several states" . Michigan naturally granted 
its lands to its agricultural college . Massachusetts saw fit 
to divide the grant between her state college and a new ins-
titute of technology . Connecticut gave its portion to the 
Sheffield Scientific School at Yale University. Some states 
failed to stress agricultural instr uction . Others created 
departments of agriculture and mechanic arts in their univer-
2 
sities . 
In many places there were few seconda7y schools . The land 
grant classes therefore had to set up preparato~y classes 
and to make their entrance requirements very liberal . Qual-
ified instructors were very rare . Agriculture had to be tau-
ght usually by general science teachers or by farmers consc-
ripted for that purpose . Textbooks we re usually foreign and 
irrelevant . The lecture system was used a great deal . The 
1 True , ot . cit. , 110 : B. F Andrews, The Land Grant of 
1862 andhe Land Grant Colleges (Washington , 1918} , 25 ff . 
2 Report of the Commissioner of Agriculture for 1870 ( .ash-
ington , 1871) , 452-487 . 
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knowledge thus imparted was often 11very theoretical or c onf'ined 
3 
to the personal experience of the instructor . 
State control of higher education was a new idea . The 
land grant colleges appeared to be a wonderful opportunity 
4 
for those who believed in the spoils system . A warning 
came during the summer of 1862 that the Morrill Bill would 
11rob the West of millions of acres of public lands and some 
States of all the benefits of the homestead bill'' . 11 The old 
States , it continued, "would receive the large proportion of 
the lands, while the new States would not receive enough to 
erect and endow a respectable academy, even if they were 
willing to accept a fund so acquired for the purpose of 
5 
making snug berths for a few seedy politicians ." 
3 True, op . cit ., llO.(An investigation of American education 
during the middle period of American history reveals some 
startling facts as proof of public indifference. For ex~ple , 
the average youngster of the fifties got no education beyond 
the common school; of the three hundred and twenty-one public 
schools in 1860, more than half were in Massachusetts, Hew 
Yor k and Ohio . The institutions of higher learning reveal 
a similar condition . Out of 180 credited liberal arts colleges 
in 1860 ; forty one had from tvo to five professors; 97 had 
from six to ten professors; 29 had from eleven to fifteen 
professors; six had from sixteen to twenty professors ; four 
had from t\venty-six to thirty professors; three had over thirty-
six professors. - Allan Nevins , Ordeal of the Union (N.Y., 
1947) I , 53: Evan Pugh, A Report Upon a Plan •••• (Harrisburg , 
1864)' 4 . ) 
4 Ibid. , 110 . 
5 The St . Peter Tribune, June 4 , 1862 as cited by Stephenson, 
op . cit ., p . 244 • 
Political morality had reached such a low level in 
the 1860 ' s that the pas ession of millions of acres of scrip 
by the states seemed to call forth a concerted effort by 
spoilsmen to make use of it for their personal benefit . "~be 
story of the disposal of the agric ultural college scrip is 
one of neglect , carelessness , incapacits , and something akin 
6 
to corruption ." The result \~S that in a number of instances 
the proceeds from the sale o~ the scrip were disappointingly 
small . 
Under the terms of the Land Grant College Act of 1862 
only the interest upon the endowment derived from the sale 
of the scrip could be used by the states for the mlpport of 
the agricultural colleges . Consequently , they had a strong 
incentive to turn their scrip into cash immediately . Unlike 
the military land warrants the agriculture~ college scrip 
could not be used by pre - emptors to secure their small claims . 
This restriction made the scrip of no use to a large class 
of settle~s and depres s ed sc~ip prices . Moreover , the scrip 
had to compete vdth free homesteads , 'hich further reduced 
t e demand for it . ~en , therefore, the nor them states 
began to sell,their scrip in 1864 they found they were selling 
in a buyer ' s market and that the chief demand came from spec-
6 Gates , isconsin Pine Lands , op . cit ., 27 . 
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ulators . But , so pressing were the needs o~ the new agricul-
tural colleges that in most cases the states could not wait , 
and they dumped their scrip on the market in such quantities 
7 
that the price ~ell to a low of ~orty-two cents an acre . 
The agricultural- college scrip 1•vas issued to twenty-
seven states which o~ten prefe rred to sell their entire 
allotment in o ne deal . Bids for large quantities were 
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not enco uraged , b ut the broker who could take the full issue 
was ~avored . The result was that most of the scrip vvas 
8 
acquired b y a small number of dealers . By 1866 , Gleason 
F . Lewis o~ Cleveland secured control of the market . A 
year later, he advertised that he had bought all the scrip 
o~ Kentucky , Indianan , ~iaryland, North Caro lina, and New 
Hampshire , and part of that o~ sev eral other states . Event-
ually he purchased over 5 , 000 , 000 acres . "These deals gave 
9 
him a practical monopoly of the scrip . " 
Congressional anti-monopolists were aroused to great 
indignation when they learned o~ the large quantities of 
10 
scrip entered in the western states during 1866-1869 . 
They pointed out that Lewis controlled the scrip market, 
and that huge tracts were being entered by speculators who 
7 Ibid ., 28 . 
8 Ibid ., 29- 30 . 
9 Ibid ., 30 . 
10 Ibid ., 31 . 
had no intention of improving the land but were merely 
hold ing it for a rise in value . As the opponents of the 
Agricultural College ct had predicted, the issuance of 
7,830 , 000 scrip- acres had had the effect of reducing the 
cost of land to speculate rs . Homesteaders had no need for 
the scrip, preemptors ·were denied the right to use it, but 
capitalists who were looking for large tracts of land found 
th e scrip a great boon , for it enabled them to get nearly 
11 
double the amount of land that they could buy ~2th cash . 
"It is scarcely an exaggeration to say that in 1862 
the Morrill Act ' was less well known as a land grant college 
act than as a land grab act. e need not be surprised to 
find that an act impregnated with the odor pf the po litical 
trader and the land speculator was not hailed throughout the 
12 
country as a great educational charter ." Some states manag-
ed the business badly . Others were swindled by speculators, 
or by government officials in collusion \~th speculators . 
Indiana, a fairly typical case, sold its 390 , 000 scrip 
acres for an average price of fif ty three cents per acre . 
This amounted to $206 , 7 00 . This sum invested at seven per 
. 
cent (a possib ility in 1862) wo uld provide an annual income 
11 Ibid. , 31 . 
12 Becker, op . cit ., 38-39 . 
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of $14 , 469 , a figure hardly adequate to maintain an agri-
13 
cultural college. 
Apart from extraordinary good luck or the exercise of 
clever ingenuity, it was not possible for any state to 
derive a sizeable endo,'\ffient from its share of the Morrill 
14 
land grants . Of all the states, New York was the most fav-
ored under the Act . Its share of the gift was approximately 
one-tenth of the entire amount - to be exact, 989 , 920 scrip 
15 
acres . O~ung to the rare foresight , generosity , and 
financial acumen of Ezra Cornell , New York State was able 
to hold its share of public lands until its scrip value 
brought wealth to the agricultural and mechanical college 
16 
of the Empire State . 
But even Ezra Cornell was among those under the observ-
ation of the anti-monopolists at the national capitol who 
introduced a bill in Congress to restrict to three the number 
of sections which might be acquired with scrip in any one 
tm~~.nship . The measure slipped through easily and became a 
17 
law on July 2 7 , 1868 . This act naturally depreciated the value 
13 Gates , West ern Oppos i t i on, op . cit ., 130 . 
14 Becker, op . cit ., 38-39 . 
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15 Ibid. , 39 . (These figures reveal the sectional aspect of 
the Morrill Law . The Vermont Representative must have had his 
tongue in his cheek when he emphatically denied that he had 
ever cast a single vote "based upon any such miserable passion 
as a local prejudice . " - Cong . Glob e , 37 Cong., 2 Sess ., 1709 , 
2441 : Gong . Globe , 38 Cong., 1 Sess ., 305 . ) . 
16 Gates , Wisconsin Pine Lands , op . cit ., 49 ff . 
17 Ibid ., 3 • 
of the scrip . , and this led representatives of the eastern 
18 
states to demand its repeal . Southern states finally 
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received their share of the scrip during the early seventies . 
Radical reconstructionists may have delayed the establishment 
of southern agricultural colleges , but they did the South a 
service in withholding the scrip from sale for a time . But 
none of the states receiving scrip , except New York, could feel 
that Congress had adopted a system of endowing the colleges 
which was adequate . Most of the western states which received 
lands instead of scrip managed their possessions as badly 
as the eastern states did their scrip . Eventually they too 
19 
had little to show for the generosity of Congress . 
The major results obtained from land or scrip were 
doscouraging . Supporter s of vocational education ultimately 
regretted that the states had not given a cash subsidy for 
their agricultural colleges in place of the land or scrip 
donations . The endowments were inad equate , and in consequence 
the early history of many of the colleges is marked by prom-
ising beginnings, the states were not able to support the 
struggling institutions, and additional Federal assistance 
~ 
was sought . In 1872 the National Agricultural Convention , 
18 Ibid. , 32 . 
19 Ibid. , 33- 34 • 
20 Ibid., 34 . 
representing the land grant colleges as well as agricultural 
societies, met in Washington for the purpose of securing a 
21 
fUrther donation from Congress . 
In 1873 the House Comflittee on Education and Labor sent 
out a questionaire "to inquire into the condition and 
management of the agricultural and other colleges vvhich 
have received grants from the United States under the Act 
22 
of July 2, 1862 . 11 During the academic year 1872-1873, there 
were 427 graduates in agriculture of whom 115 were from 
Kentucky A. and M. and 112 were from Cornell: there were 
243 graduates in mechanic arts, of whom eig hty four were 
from Kentucky A. and M. , forty seven from Rutgers, and 
for ty five from Cornell: there were 591 graduates in science 
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of vvhom 150 were from Rutgers, 14 7 from Wisconsin University 
23 
and 100 from Kentucky _ • and M. More than thirty colleges 
featured these three majors. The figures for student enroll-
ment show that twelve agricultural and mechanical colleges 
during 187 2-1873 had less than 200 students each, five had 
between 200 and 300, four had between 300 and 400, only four 
had over 400. In their agricultural and mechanical departments, 
twelve liberal arts c alleges had less than fifty stUdents, six 
21 Ibid. ,34. 
22 House Report #57,43 Cong., 2 Sess. 
23 Ibid.' --
between fifty and 100 , six between 100 and 150 , and only 
24 
th ree over 150 . 
Curriculum problem s also entered the picture . At the 
old er colleges , land grants were often received under the 
law for the promotion of science ; but the atmosphere was 
generally " s o charged with the traditional influences of the 
classical learning that few studen ts coul d be persuaded 
267 
25 
to take the scientific course which had practical applications . " 
Furthermore , only an occasional student could be persuaded 
to spend four years studying agriculture , the principles 
of which he had alr eady gained through apprenticeship , 
particul arly when it was the almost universal opinion of 
the time that "anyone can far m" . It was also an age when 
26 
contempt for 11 book learning" was widely prevalent . The ,, science 
of agriculture" , as then understood , constituted a doctrine 
which , if spread over four years of genuine college work , 
27 
comprised an exceedingly thin course . 
When four years ' work 1'\las academically provided for , 
only a fracti on of that course of study pertained strictly 
to agricultur e . This d ifficulty militated a5ainst university-
24 
25 
26 
27 
Ibid . 
"Tri:ie, op . cit ., 116 . 
Schafer , ot . c1t ., 159 . 
Ibid . , 159- 60 . 
attached colleges, which felt bound to maintain prevailing 
natriculation requirements. On the other hand, separate 
agricultural schools were freer to fix entrance requirements 
to suit their social environment . Many of the latter for 
28 
many years were practically on a high school level. 
In a large part of the United States, backward condit-
ions were to prevail in farming for many years after 1862 . 
Land was abundant and cheap. There was little incentive 
29 
to study agriculture in c ollege . If the farm that one 
owned was not satisfactory, the farmer could easily get 
another . With ncomparatively rough- and- ready methods 
30 
abundant crops could be produced . " 
Regardless of these facts,Justin s. Morrill persisted 
in his attempts to do something for agriculture . mhen ten 
years had passed and the land grant c olleges were strugg-
ling to maintain themselves, he again came to their aid 
268 
with a bill to provide additional funds . lthough the Morrill 
Bill of 1872 was defeated , he continued year after year 
with admirable spirit to bring forward a new measure. It 
\~S in 1890 , over eighteen years after his initial success , 
31 
that his s ev enth bill finally became a law . By this legis-
28 
29 
30 
31 
Ibid ., 160 . 
TrUe , ol . cit ., 110 . 
Ibid. , 14 . 
Parker, op . cit. , 272 . 
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lation each state was to receive $15 , 000 for the years ending 
June 30 , 1890 , which sum was to be increased by $1000 ann-
ually until the yearly appropriation for each state reached 
$25 , 000 . The money was to be expended exclusively for " inst-
ruction in agriculture , the mechanic arts , the English lan-
guage , and the various branches of mathematical , physical , 
natural and economic science , with special reference to their 
applications in the industries of life , and to the facil-
32 
ities for such instruction . " 
Although during the first several Jears of their existence , 
the land grant colleges probably did not contribute very 
much toward the advan cement of the science of agriculture 
nor to the satisfaction of the needs of farm youth; yet 
thirty three years after the introduction of his first land 
grant measure , Justin s . Morrill must have had the profound 
satisfaction of crovvning the \•.ork l•hich he had begun . In 
his declining years , he could se e the institutions which 
he had been the means of calling into being more than fifty 
in number - finally established , modestly provided for , and 
33 
reasonably sure of permanence . 
32 Cong . Record, 51 Cong ., 1 Sess ., 6372 , 8839 , 8874 . 
33 Parker , op . cit ., 272 . 
CHAPTER XVII 
CONCLUSIONS 
The evidence presented in this dissertation has proved 
that , contrary to general belief, the Land Grant College 
Act of 1862 ,~s not the dir ect culmination of a long stru-
ggle for advanced agricultural education . Assuredly, long 
before the adoption of the Federal Constitution , scores of 
attempts had been mad e to facilitate scientific farming , 
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but there is no proof of even partial success to~d that end . 
Likewise , the millions of acres of public lands appropriated 
for schools b etween 1607 and 1862 produced no direct benefits 
for agricultural education . Private initiative founded many 
agricultural schools before the Civil War, but they endured 
only a few years . Even schools offering courses in agriculture 
incidental to the regular curriculum were forced to drop 
those courses . Despite the leadership of such men as Marshall 
~ilder , Edward Hitchcock, Edmund Ruffin, Daniel Lee , and 
Amos Brown , the facts of this thesis show that pre-Civil 
~ar state agricultural colleges were always on the verge 
of failure . 
It is a well-known fact that farm organizations grew up 
everywhere during the middle of the nineteenth centur y to 
attempt reforms on behalf of agriculture . These agrarian groups 
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had wide publicity , brilliant leadership; but contrary to 
general opinion, this dissertation has sho\•IIl little popular 
support for those organizations. There is no doubt but that 
men of vision dre. up resolutions favoring agricultural 
schools . This dissertation has proved that such a resolution 
could barely pass at a regular meeting of the newly- crea-
ted United States Agricultural Society . Thus, contrary to 
the general impres ion, the influence of the United States 
gricul tur al Society upon the passage of the First .l!orrill 
Act was negligible. .e have proved in thi s thesis th at agri-
cultural societies and farm publications were not primarily 
concerned with agric ultural colleges . In truth , they merely 
sought the enhancement of the dignity of farming. 
Scores of memorials were sent to Congress pleading for 
lan d grants on behalf of agricultural education . These 
petitions meant two things . First, there \ere outstanding 
leaders in every walk of life l":ho sincerely desired farm 
schools. Second , pressure groups were appearing for the 
purpose of getting public lands into the jurisdiction of the 
states for selfish reasons . 
Despite the ardent campaign' for "industrial universities" 
carried on by Professor Jonathan Turner of Illinois, there 
is no evidence to show that the idea ever appealed to anJone 
except intellectuals, editors, reformers, and men in public 
life. Senator Lyman Trumbull offered to help Turner, but 
even Trumbull had no interest in agricultural education as 
such. His constituents actually demanded political favors, 
sectional superior ity , and general aid for farmers. There 
is nothing t o indicate that his intersst went beyond those 
ends . 
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"lot only was there indifference toward agricul tu.ral 
education, there is definite evidence of aggressive opposi-
tion toward nineteenth century farm schools. Argwnents ment-
ioned the follov·"ing: "lands for actual settlers" , 11 folly of 
book learning" , "stupid expense of foTT!lttl studies 11 , 11 farmers 
should be left alon e 11 1 , "class legislation", 11unconstitution-
ali ty", 11 land monopoly 11 , "speculation1 11 , 11 glorying in the goad 11 , 
and "sectionalismu. Southern opposition to land grant coll-
eges was voiced in terms of constitutionality, but actually 
it revealed a fear of northern economic superiority, ,est-
ern opposition to land grant colleges took on the armor of 
speculation fears, but this dissertation shows the real factor 
to have been a dread of eastern domination. Presid ent Buch-
anan's veto of the First ~·,1orrill Bill, little concerned '·i th 
ed ucation, was couched in terms of constitutionality and 
speculation. Th ere could be no land grant colleges while 
Buchanan was President, nor while Southerners and esterners 
in Congress joined in voting against the interests if the 
North east . 
This d isser ation has demonstrated that legisl~tive 
patience, politic 1 bargaining, parliamentary skill , sect-
ional strife, and war conditions finally led to the Land 
Grant College Act of 1862 . The essential fact about the 
measure is the ch acter o:f Justin s. Morrill . His politics , 
his prejudices , possible the law that 
bears his name . en though Representative Morrill delivered 
masterful speeches , very few sentences in them touch upon 
actual ed ucation . In :fact, several o:f his address es contra-
dict each other as to the purposes o:f the Land Grant College 
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Act o:f 1862 . Mr . M rrill wanted to "do something :for the :farmer" . 
His idea o:f a :farm r was a New England farmer . There is also 
strong support the contention that he greatly desired 
to benefit the ern Republican party , a group which carried 
tremendous weight uith him . 
Th e Republic Party in 1862 wished to gain support 
:from the agricultural inter ests o:f the nation . Something 
hao to be done to compensate the farming interests :for the 
protection being offered to the industrial units o:f society. 
The Land Grant College Act o:f 1862 was passed to offset the 
tariff and the internal taxes imposed on domestic producers . 
The protectionists apparently could better satisfy their 
leanings if the Federal Treasury \~·ere emptied o:f the public 
land revenues . 
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Even Horace Greeley \1\ih.o was a fanatical advocate of 
agricultural improvement , spoke of the Land Grant College Bill 
primarily as "avery mod erate concession to the Old States" . 
Our facts bring out how he chided the West for not being will-
ing to give the East this measure in return for free homesteads 
and railroad land grants . Here Mr , Greeley appears to have 
voiced the general attitude of most Easterners . Thus bt means 
of land gr ant college legislation , the East hoped to secur e 
a part of the public lands and to pay off its obligation to the 
farm ers for their support of the major legislation of the 
Lincoln administration . 
Mr . Mor rill had no idea of what a land grant college 
mig ht be . His constituents never asked for agricultural coll-
eges . They wanted documents, speeches , a strong and free 
Unio n . Their d esire fo r lands was not only for new homes , 
but also for sectional,prestige and profit . New Englanders 
favored the Land Grant Co l lege Bill , not because it would 
promote agricultural education, but because they liked 
Morrill , because it appealed to their new Republicanism , 
because it woul d do something for the farmer , and because 
it would secure more pub lie lands for the East . The college 
presidents who were interested in the Land Grant College Bill 
had a financial stake in its passage . This dissertation shows 
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why Senator Ben Wad e was interested in farm schools. Although 
his interest in the Land Grant College Bill was dictated by 
political considerations, his work on the measure in the 
Upper House revealed him to be a good opportunist, a grand 
strategist, and a clever tactician. Without him the measure 
might have been killed on m any an o ccasion. President 
Lincoln signed the Morrill Bill because of his \Vhig Philosophy 
of Govern ment. He had no interest in agricult~ral colleges. 
The disposal of the agricultural college scrip issued 
under the Morrill Act of 1862 is a story of neglect, care-
lessness , incapacity, and corrt1ption. Agric ultural colleg es 
did not develop successfully until the twentieth century. They 
are only now (1948) beginning to fulfill the function for 
which they were established. For less than fifty years has 
real scientif ic preparation for agricultural pursuits been 
generally considered to be practical or even available to any 
great extent . 
In the perspective of the evolution of the Morrill Act 
of 1862 one is enduced to venture the opinion that the funds 
of the central authority in a democracy cannot successfully 
be employed to inaugurate new movements, least of all in 
education. The formulation of public opinion can best be 
promoted locally. Education, like any other activity, succeeds 
through public support. To launch a new program of education 
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without any conception o~ its underlying aims is to begin at 
the wrong end o~ gover nment . It is readily seen that such 
ven tures cannot be ~orced in ad vance o~ social needs . The 
land grant colleges made only a slight appeal to the public 
be~ore the close o~ the nineteenth century . It was only 1~en 
local demands ~or trained agric ulturists appeared that such 
colleges could be success~ ul . There was little incentive to 
stud y scienti~ ic agric ulture in the yearcl862 . 
The evolution of the Land Grant College Act o~ 1862 
illustrates legislative opportunism in a democracy . Chan-
ging cond itions may give a later importance to institutions 
whose value was scarcely foreseen by their earlier proponents . 
The legislative career of Justin S . J.l.~orrill reveals how a man 
may come to believe things that we not true about his earlier 
motives . The Land Grant College Act of 1862 was a political 
measure , yet Mr . Morrill built better than he knew ; for 
eventually over sixty state agricultural and mechanical 
colleges woul d be erected to the glory of that outstanding 
Vermonter . 
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THE EVOLUTION OF THE MORRILL ACT OF 1862 
BY 
William E. Sawyer 
The usual point o :f view in regard to the Land Grant 
College Act of 1862 is that the measure was the culmination 
of a long campaign beginning with the educational reformers 
o:f the eighteenth century and motivated by the democratic 
ideal of making a practical education in the agricultural 
arts available to all rural youths. But upon carefUl exam-
ination of the long political and e~onomic contest be:fore the 
Act was passed , it is apparent that the traditional view is 
without foundation. 
The local farm societies o:f the eighteenth century, like 
all early reform movements, had wide publicity, brilliant 
lead ership, but little popular support. Scores of attempts 
were mede to facilitate book learning with little success. 
Millions o:f acres were set aside for schools, but agricultural 
education failed t . o benefit from them. The general public was 
little concerned with educational grants, to say nothing o~ 
appropriations for farm schools. Land grants were always 
primarily political and economic. 
Leaders in every walk of li:f e expressed a desire for 
agricultural education even before the completion of the 
Federal Constitution, but their projects all failed because 
of public indifference. Early nineteenth century reformers 
also pleaded in vain for a better day in agriculture. Private 
initiative founded many agricultural schools, but these 
endured only a :few years. 
While the teaching o:f agric ulture ~as being carried on 
in private schools with little success, its proponents sought 
:financial aid :from the states for instruction in scientific 
:farming. Despite the leadership o:f men like Marshall ilder, 
Edward Hitchcock, :Efummd Ruffin, Evan Pugh, Daniel Lee, and 
Amos Brown, the status of pre-Civil War state agric ultural 
colleges was extremely precarious. 
There were innumerable memorials :from individuals to 
Congress for land grants in behalf o:f agr icultural schools. 
Although no immediate action resulted from these commun ic-
ations, they were indicative of a pressure group which appeared 
to be growing in power and whose purpose was to get :federal lands 
under the jur-- isdiction o:f the state governments for the avowed 
purpose o:f establishing agric ultural schools. However, while 
there was a sincere d esire in the minds of genuine reformers 
:for the setting up of a practical educational system, hund .reds 
o:f people in many states were using agric ultural colleges as 
a pretext :for obtaining personal wealth in public lands. Petit-
ions :for public lands were the means they employed to accomplish 
this purpose. 
Regardless o:f the opinions of educators, agriculturists, 
and champions of democracy, concerning the development o~ 
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hi&her education for. farmers in early nineteenth centmmy 
America, the guiding genius of the ·Land Grant College Act of 
1862 is the character of Justin s. Morrill. While in Congress, 
he was concerned mainly ~~th questions of public lands, 
agri culture, finance, tariffs, sectionalism, and the beauti-
fication of the National Capitol. Not education, scientific 
farming~ , and democracy; but politics, prejudices, and person-
ality are the significant factors in the Land Grant College Act 
of 1862. The motives of Justin s. Morrill are the chief factors · 
in any discussion of that legislation. 
The objection is often raised that Morrill was merely 
the mouthpiece of men like Jonathan Turner of Illinois. It is 
true that while the Vermont Representative was attempting to 
get his measure through Congress, Professor Turner was advo-
cating "ind ustrial universities" through land grant legislat-
ion. Turn er had written to his Senator about that idea. Lyman 
Trumbull had agreed to support a bill to be drawn by Turner. 
This Illinois Senator had told Mr. Turner that Congress was 
reluctant to make any new land grants to the Western states, 
since so much of the public domain had already been turned over 
to them. For that reason, he thought it would be advisable to 
have Turner's bill introduced by a member of Congress from one 
of the eastern states. This had occured in October of 1857. 
Two months later, Mr. Morrill introduced his first land grant 
college bill. Because of this sequence of events, the followers 
of Professor Turner naturally assum e that Mr. Morrill had been 
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handpicked ~or the task o~ introducing and guiding Turner's 
bill.Such was not the case. If Mr. Morrill had ~avored any 
academic scheme (and there were scores o~ land grant pro-
posals ~or agricultural schools), he probably would have 
sponsored the one drawn by Alden Partridge, his Vermont neigh-
bor. Even Sen ator Trumbull had no interest in agricultural 
education as such. His constituents demanded political ~avors, 
sectional superiority, and general aid ~or ~ armers. There is 
no evidence that he thought otherwise. 
Representative Morrill introduced his ~irst land grant 
college bill in the House o~ Representatives on December 
14, 1857· He not only used parliamentary wisdom in present-
ing his m easure; he also justi~ied it admirably in his speech-
es. On April 23, 1858, the Lower Chamber vo ted in ~avor o~ 
the bill, 105 to 100. Through his ability in handling legis-
lative proceedure, Mr. Morrill had ac complished an outstanding 
maneuver. Although his bill had been reported unfavorably by 
a committee, a~ter little discussion it was passed in less than 
nine days. 
Southern Senators did not wish the First Morrill Bill to 
pass. Their shie~ arguments were based on constitutionality. 
The great opposition to the measure, however, came ~rom the 
West. Speculation by absentee scrip-holders was depicted by 
some Westerners as a horrible menace to the public land states. 
Despite th e sectional vote, the First Morrill Bill passed the 
Senate in February o~ 1859 by a vote o~ 25 to 23. 
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President Buchanan vetoed the bill on February 24, 1859. 
Representative Mor rill than requested a vote of the House 
of Representatives on the measure. The result was 105 in 
agreement with Morrill and 96 against him. The veto was not 
overruled, since the necessary two-thirds vote was not obtained. 
Morrill had not lost a single supporter. His po litical influence 
was tremendous. It was to be even greater in the months ahead. 
On February 28, 1859, Horace Greeley berated President 
Buchanan not for being an enemy of agricultural education, 
but a "tool of the Slave Power". Buchanan's veto of the First 
Morrill Bill ended all possibility of a federal grant to the 
states for agricultural education not only in 1859 but for a s 
long as he was in the White House. 
Why did Justin s. Morrill go to so much trouble to secure 
passage of this bill? There is no evidence that he ever had 
any idea of what a land grant college might be. Never did his 
constituents ask for agricultural colleges. When they spoke 
of educational institutions, they mentioned only the common 
schools. They asked for poli tical documents, lands for actual 
settlers, sectional superiority, and a strong Union. In view 
of these facts, Mor~ill's constant desire "to do something 
for the farmer" could be nothing but a phase of Eastern Rep-
ublican Party philosophy. 
The college presid ents who were interested in the Morrill 
Bill had a financial stake in its passage. Agricultural societies 
and ~arm publications f avoring the measure constantly stress-
ed "agriculture" more than they did "education". Hence their 
concern was primarily for the enhancem en t of the dignity of 
the rural professions. 
Opposition to schools ~or farmers was ~requently voi ced 
by people everywhere in the United States during the ~irst half 
of the nineteenth century. Arguments mentioned the following: 
lands for actual settlers, the f olly of book learning, the 
stupid expense of formal studies, farmers should be left alone, 
class legislation, unconstitutionality, land monopoly, spec-
ulation, "gloryBng in the goad", and sectionalism. 
The sectional struggle was not merely a question of the 
dif~erences between the North and the South. It was clear that 
there was another tremend ous rivalry between antagonistic areas. 
Manifold evidences of the clash o f the economic, political, 
and cultural interests between the East and the West during 
the first seven decad es of the nineteenth century reveal the 
fact that there were psychological factors at work Which served 
to aggrav ate a mutual incompatability. 
American agriculture during the midd le of the nineteenth 
century was not an idealistic fantasy. It was a practical quest-
ion o~ economics and politics. The drain of population into the 
West, together with the declining land values and abandoned 
farms of the East, ar oused an interest in agric ulture rooted 
in the fundamental instinct of self-peeservation. Farm organ-
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izations grew up sponsored by outstanding leaders. The United 
States Agricultural Society was started. However, its resol-
utions concerning the creation of national agricultural 
schools b arely passed; little interest was shown in the idea. 
The influence of the United States Agricultural Society upon 
the passage of the Morrill Bill was inconsequential. 
For ever y bill to aid actual farmers, there were several 
measures to assist vested interests and favored sections. Fur-
thermore, the new Republican Party had no working program for 
agriculture. Opportunism prevailed. Lincoln was no agrarian 
reformer. Legislation of the Civil War period bearing upon 
agriculture was ill-considered, s elfishly conceived, and 
partisan in spiEit. 
Mr. Morrill introduced his Second Land Grant College Bill in 
the House of Representatives on December 16, 1861. Since hostile 
memb ers of the Lower Chamber threatened fatal delpy, he clev-
erly persuad ed Senator Wade to introduce an identical measure 
in the Senate on May 2, 1862. Senator Wade's interest in the 
Land Grant College Bill was purely political. But the work of 
the Ohio Senator here revealed him to be a good opportunist, a 
grand strategist, and a clever tactician. 
Senator Lane of Kansas, Senator Pomeroy of Kansas, Senator 
Wilkinson of Minnesota, Senator Wright of Indiana, and Senator 
Howe of Wmsconsin in their great fear of speculation and 
monopoly o~ public lands from the East spoke against the Second 
Morrill Bill and proposed amend ments to block it. 
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On June 6, 1862, Repr esentative Morrill spoke in the 
Lower House. To his former arguments, he added the political 
proposition that military instruction should be part of his 
measure. Once again the Vermonter's lengthy remarks bore very 
little upon education as such. 
Thanks to the politic al ingenuity of "Old Ben"Wadew , the 
Second Morrill Bill passed the Senate on June 11, 1862 by a 
vote of 32 to 7. A short time later, Mr. Morrill forced action 
on his measure in the House of Representatives. Men like Rep-
resen tative Crittenden of Kentucky gave it a quick welcome 
because its distributive aspect was similar to Clay's Amer ican 
Syste~. On the other hand, the Western opposition forces, led 
by Representative Potter of Wisconsin attempted to kill the 
~easure by several delaying tactics. 
The Western opposition could not succeed. Under the pre-
vious question rule, without committee discussion, despite 
obstruc tionism, Representative Morrill got his bill passed 
by the House of Representatives on June 19, 1862, by a vote of 
90 to 25. Twenty-one of the twenty-five votes in opposition 
were from the West. It was understood that Lincoln would sign 
the Second Morrill Bill because of his \Vhig philosophy of 
government. 
Representative Morrill's purposes were political and econ-
omic. His method of allocating the public lands had been dev-
ised to win the support of the Eastern states. Many Easterners 
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had been willing to support free homesteads and liberal 
land grants to railroads in exchange for high tariffs, fav-
orable immigration laws, a national banking system, and ship 
subsidies. But most Easterners were sure that the estern states 
had been granted more than their share of the public d omain. 
Furthermor e, the new Republican Party desired to win the favor 
of all the a~ ic ultural interests of the nation. Something 
had to be done to compensate the farmers for the protection 
being offered to the industrial units of society. The Land 
Grant College Act of 1862 was an ant~dote to offset the finan-
cial obligations imposed upon domestic producers. In a word, 
' 
land grant colleges for Mr • Morr ill were merely a pawn in a 
political game. 
Higher education for agr iculture eo uld not possibly have . 
been the primary aim of a man as shrewd as Mr. Morrill. He must 
have known that his measure would fail to promote that cause in 
1862. As prophesied by many practical men, the story of the 
disposal of the agricultural c ollege scr ip issued under the 
Morrill Law is one of neglect, carelessness, incapacity, and 
corruption. Apart from extraordinary good luck or the exercise 
of clever ingenuity, it was not possible for any state to 
derive a sizeable endowment from its share of the original 
grants. Most land grant colleges were to develop very slowly 
also because there was generally little incentive to study 
scientific agriculture before 1900. 
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Although the Land Grant College Act o~ 1862 was a poli-
tical and economic measure, Justin s. Morrill built better 
than he knew, ~or eventually over sixty state agricultural 
and mech anical colleges were destined to be erected to the 
glory o~ that outstanding Vermonter. 
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